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PREFACE 



THIS book represents an accumulation of more than thirty 
years of my thought on what ought to be the major tenets of a genuinely 
democratic educational program, one which is comprehensive and con- 
sistent and at the same time practical. To be comprehensive, it must 
take into account the psychological nature of learners and of learning 
as well as the nature of the social-political matrix in which education is 
to be conducted, and it must formulate a competent statement of educa- 
tional purpose. To be consistent, all parts must be harmoniously related 
to one another, thereby making the overall treatment distinctly philosoph- 
ical. To be practical, there must be clearly stated principles of what is 
to be taught and of how it is to be taught, of content and of procedure. 
Hence, the book is essentially educational philosophy but with clear and 
open treatment both of curriculum and of method. 

Although the scientific-psychological-philosophical orientation of the 
book is admittedly and unapologetically relativistic, my purpose has not 
been to write a relativistic or pragmatic philosophy of education. Rather, 
my purpose has been to work out the logical consequences of our as- 
sumed national democratic commitment in terms of an educational 
program. I certainly do not consider democratic education to be the only 
kind possible. But, as long as our nation is democratically committed, 
it would seem that a thoroughly democratic educational program is, 
ideally, the only kind for us. That what we now have falls much short of 
such an ideal is not only admitted, but averred. 

Long before the recent rash of undiscerning and irresponsible criti- 
cisms of American education, I was actively concerned about apparent 
shortcomings both in our theory and in our practice, and was pointing 
to what seemingly should be done about them. A glance at the dates of 
the reports described in the first chapter of this book will show that most 
of those studies were performed approximately twenty years ago. 
What is distressing about the much publicized criticisms of today is that 
they are almost wholly based on the premise that we have departed from 
time-proven ways and should return to them. As painstaking and en- 
lightened investigation will show, we have not departed enough from 
time-honored ways. High-school teachers have adhered too closely to the 
ways their liberal-arts-college teachers have taught them, to enable them 
to provide their students much help for democratic living in an atomic 
age. To repeat a cliche, we cannot make progress by going backwards. 
We would not think of returning to 1920 automobile design to improve 
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automotive travel today; yet to do so would be far less of a national 
catastrophe than to return to 1920 educational design or to any before 
that. To make progress, we must %now the past so as to avoid repeating 
old errors. But it is highly improbable that we should return to the past. 

This is my fourth textbook designed specifically to promote improve- 
ment in educational theory. However, since my concern has always been 
for a theory which is intensely practical, in the earlier books the practical 
has been predominant. The first two were high-school textbooks 1 which 
it was hoped would assist teachers in reflective teaching. The third 2 was 
a college text in professional education, about two-thirds of which was 
devoted to theory and the remainder to illustrative units chosen from 
a very wide variety of subject matters and of school levels and designed 
to exemplify the theory. This fourth book deals almost wholly with the 
theoretical, with only as much of exemplification as seems necessary to 
make the practical outworkings of theory clear. In consequence, whereas 
the third book may have impressed the profession generally as a general- 
methods text, the present one should show itself to be on educational 
theory or philosophy. 

Another aspect of my concern with practicality is a conscious attempt 
to write simply, straightforwardly, and understandably. I have tried to 
avoid "pedagoguese" and pedanticism. Moreover, I have definitely re- 
jected the tendency to try to bolster the argument by recourse to suppor- 
tive statements or quotations from the writings of others. At the close 
of most chapters is a carefully chosen bibliography, made up of two kinds 
of selections: (i) ones which tend to support or supplement the ideas 
presented and (2) ones which present contrasting, oppositional, or al- 
ternative views. In this way I hope to give credit to writers who have 
been of major influence on my own thinking, as well as to give readers 
some suggestions as to where they might look for further pertinent 
discussions. 

It will be noted that certain parts of this book have appeared previously 
as articles in various professional magazines. It should be recognized, 
however, that in each case the part was used only if and when it carried 
forward the argument of the book, saying seemingly what I still had to 
say and doing so satisfactorily. In no case, I believe, was the previous 
publication exactly reproduced in its entirety; changes were made as and 
when they appeared desirable. Actually, as these articles were originally 
written and published, it was with the expectation that they would 
eventually be gathered together to form the nucleus of a book which 

1 Ernest E. Bayles and R. Will Burnett, Biology for Better living, New York: The 
Silver Burdett Company, 1942, 754 pp.; Ernest E. Bayles and Arthur L. Mills, Basic 
Chemistry, New York: Macmillan, 1947, 718 pp. 

2 Ernest E. Bayles, The Theory and Practice of Teaching, New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 1950, 354 pp. 
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would represent a systematic and sequential line of thought on public 
education in this country. Other articles were considered but were not 
included because they did not fit closely into the thought-line. Conse- 
quently, for those portions of the book which are essentially based upon 
previous publication, I wish to give the following credit and to express 
my thanks to the respective publishers for written permission to republish: 

To The Science Teacher, for use of the article, t Is Modern Science Inductive?'* 
Vol. 21, No. 3 (1954) pp. 1-5. This article represents virtually the whole of 
our Chapter 5. 

To Educational Theory, for use of the article, "Existence, Causation, and In- 
telligence," Vol. 7, No. I (1957) pp. 38-44. This article, a bit expanded and 
with a few minor changes, represents our Chapter 6. 

To Progressive Education, for use of the article, "The Meaning of Apprecia- 
tion," Vol. 33, No. 3 (1956) pp. 65-70. This article, practically unchanged, 
is our Chapter 8. 

To The Phi Delta Kappan, for use of the article, "A Relativistic Religion," VoL 
xxxx, No. i (1958) pp. 33-36. The A-section of our Chapter 9 is the ex- 
panded form which was cut down for publication in the magazine. 

To Progressive Education, for use of the article, "A Basic Issue in Democratic 
Education: Thought Guidance Without Thought Control," VoL 34, No. 3 
(1957) pp. 65-69. This article represents about half of our Chapter n and 
is incorporated in the middle part of the chapter. 

To The School and Society, for use of the article, "Present Status of Educa- 
tional Theory in the United States," Vol. 87, No. 3145 (1959) pp. 5-8. This 
article represents virtually the whole of our Chapter 16. 

To the committee on publications of the School of Education of the 
University of Kansas, I wish to express thanks for publication of the fol- 
lowing and for permission to use them in this book: 

"Experiments with Reflective Teaching," Kansas Studies in Education, Vol. 6, 
No. 3 (April, 1956) 32 pp. This report is reproduced essentially in its 
entirety in our Chapter i. 

"Education for Democracy," Kansas Studies in Education f VoL 8, No. 2 (May, 
1958) 32 pp. Part I of this study is considerably expanded to form our 
Chapter 10, and Part II is combined with the fifth article listed above and 
somewhat expanded to form our Chapter n. A bit of Part II also appears in 
our Chapter 12. 

"Relativism II," University of Kansas Bulletin of Education, Vol. 7, No. 3 
(1953) pp. 77-82. This article might be said to form the core of our Chapter 
7, but has been almost doubled in length, with parts rewritten, so that this 
chapter is quite different from the original article. 

It may seem somewhat of a stage gesture for a teacher to acknowledge 
indebtedness to his students for assistance in both enhancement and 
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clarification of his own professional outlook, but in this case such ac- 
knowledgement is not an empty one. Through the years of working with 
students undergraduate and graduate, in regular classes, in seminars, as 
practice teachers, on special projects, on masters' theses and doctors' 
dissertations, in private conferences and conversations, and in ordinary 
"bull sessions" the give-and-take of open human communication has 
been a major source of my own education. To my sons now grown to 
manhood, to my wife now a grandmother, and to my lovely daughters- 
in-law I am similarly indebted. 

To name teachers from whom I have learned much Charles Hub- 
bard Judd, Frank N. Freeman, Franklin Bobbitt, Henry C. Morrison, 
George S. Counts, H. Gordon Hullfish, H. B. Alberty, Orville G. Brim- 
is more of an honor to me than to them. But the influence of two must be 
acknowledged over and above all others Raymond Holder Wheeler by 
whom in 1928-1929 I was introduced to Gestalt-Organismic psychology, 
and Boyd H. Bode by whom in 1931-1932 I was instructed in pragmatic 
thought and was brought to comprehend the untapped significance of 
harmony or consistency of life outlook as an American educational ob- 
jective. To all of these I am deeply grateful. 

ERNEST E. BAYLES 
Lawrence, Kansas 
October, 1959 
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CHAPTER i 



Experiments with 
Reflective Teaching 



IN the course o educational history, and particularly 
within the past half-century, there has been much experimentation 
with teaching procedures. But there seems to have been very little 
dealing with genuinely reflective teaching. The term, reflective 
teaching, is herein taken to mean conducting classes in such manner 
as to promote reflective studies of student problems; studies which 
achieve the solid substance of Dewey's Complete Act of Thought. 
Since the content of this chapter is not only educationally significant 
but also likely to be highly interesting and immediately practical to 
both experienced and inexperienced school personnel, especially 
teachers, it has been thought desirable to present it at the very be- 
ginning of our study. Many comments and observations ought to be 
found usable, even before discussion of the theoretical considerations 
or the rationale which support them. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to present the outcomes of a num- 
ber of experimental investigations involving serious and rather com- 
petent attempts to employ reflective teaching. It is not claimed that 
the employed procedures were, in all cases or even in any case, fully 
reflective. In fact, since all but the Trefz and Reader studies repre- 
sented only the first time that the teacher had attempted to teach in 
this way, it would be an absurdity to assume that the procedures 
actually followed were undeviatingly reflective. As the Trefz and 
Reader studies will show, it appears that a teacher can gain com- 
petence in such teaching as she or he gains experience in it. The 
change-over is gradual rather than abrupt. Much is learned and 
achieved the first year, but each subsequent year provides an incre- 
ment, and a teacher is likely to be doing a much more thorough 
job the sixth year than the first. 
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Nor is it claimed that the measurement of results was, in all cases 
or even in any case, all that it should have been. All investigations 
were conducted with classes and students assigned to the teachers 
in the course of normal enrollments. The tests used as measuring in- 
struments were those available to teachers in small and medium-size 
school systems of Kansas and Missouri. All studies were, in whole or 
in part, performed in connection with master's theses, prepared at 
the University of Kansas under the writer's advisement. The studies 
are scattered over the period from 1940 to 1953, most of them in the 
early part. 

As shown in Chapter 12, reflective teaching is the name that 
we give to classroom procedures which follow general reflective 
form. A question is raised whose answer is unknown, study follows 
looking toward an answer, and finding the answer marks the cul- 
mination or conclusion of the study. The teacher is not giving silver- 
platter handouts. She or he is acting essentially as chairman of a 
group of investigators who are following suitable methods in carry- 
ing out their investigations. The classes, on which the following re- 
ports are made, were all conducted, in as far as each teacher was 
able under the circumstances to do so, in this manner. 

A STUDY IN AMERICAN GOVERNMENT 
The Droll Study 

In 1940, Helen Andres Droll 1 reported an experiment with a high 
school class in United States government composed of about 20 stu- 
dents from grades n and 12, located in a small town in western 
Kansas. The class was taught during a spring semester. Two in- 
telligence examinations showed the students to be not far from aver- 
age; the median IQ on one test was 101 and on the other 102. In 
fact, when compared with the national average of high school jun- 
iors and seniors which is reported by the U.S. Office of Education 
to be about 107, this class would appear to have been a bit below 
average. 2 

The class was somewhat unusual in that a large portion was of 
foreign-born parentage. German or French was spoken in most of 

1 Helen Andres Droll, "A Study of a Semester's Work in Government at the 
High School Level, Presented in Accordance with the Dewey-Bode Point of View," 
unpublished Master's thesis, University of Kansas, 1940. 

2 Grayson N. Kefauver, Victor H. Noll, and C. Elwood Drake, The Horizontal 
Organization of Secondary Education, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of Education, 
Bulletin No. 17, Monograph No. 2, 1932, p. 138. 
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the homes. This situation might have established somewhat o a 
language handicap whereas, on the other hand, because of European 
parental background it might have established an unusual interest 
in problems relating to citizenship. The intelligence examinations 
were given, not to members of this class by themselves, but in con- 
nection with the regular high school testing program, and the scores 
were obtained from the regular file. 

Five units were covered during the semester. They were as fol - 
lows: 

Unit I: Our dependence on others and how group life has grown 

in meaning and obligations. 
Unit II: What is government? 
Unit III: How the will of the people is expressed. 
Unit IV: What is citizenship? 
Unit V: It is said that the United States is in position to exert the 

moral leadership of the world today. How can we best 

exercise that moral leadership? 

No single textbook was followed. Information was gained from 
whatever sources were available a not very voluminous school li- 
brary, free materials obtained from state and federal governmental 
and other sources, visits to local points of interest which were re- 
lated to the studies, and talks by a few local citizens. Class meetings 
were discussional in nature, reflective in general form, and classroom 
examinations were given occasionally, both essay and objective types. 
The essay-type examination items tended to be interpretational 
whereas some of the objective-type items were distinctly factual. 

Mrs. Droll was a mature, experienced teacher; attractive, likable, 
and intelligent. 

Results of the study, in terms of student achievement, were pre- 
sented in two forms: informal measures and scores on standardized 
achievement tests. Some of the informally measured results were 
(i) active work in the classroom and keen interest in local, state, 
and national affairs; (2) an increase of 85 percent in the number of 
periodicals checked from the school library by students in this class 
over the number checked out to the same group in the previous 
semester and a much higher group average in reading of periodicals 
than any other class in school; (3) much voluntary reporting in class 
of radio programs on governmental matters; (4) active interest in 
the control of local public utilities; (5) voluntary comments on news 
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from the local papers; (6) 121 percent more historical books and 
biographies read by members of this class-group than by pupils of 
English classes who were not enrolled in this government course; 
(7) an increased number of editorials and stories on governmental 
affairs in the monthly issues of the high school newspaper, all except 
one contributed by members of this group; and (8) inclusion, among 
points of interest which members of this class wrote the Chamber 
of Commerce that they wished especially to visit during a school 
trip to a city some distance away, of the mint, the federal building, 
the civic center, the state building, and the city police court. 

Two standardized achievement tests were administered during 
the next-to-last week of the semester: the Nation-wide Every-pupil 
Scholarship Contest Examination sponsored by the Kansas State 
Teachers College, Emporia, and the Brown-Woody Civics Test. 
Norms for the Emporia test were based on a total of 3277 papers of 
students who took the examination and, for the Brown-Woody, on 
3508 papers. 

Since the Emporia examination was used in connection with a 
nationwide scholarship contest, it may have been that many of the 
students who took it were selected from their schools as among those 
most likely to make high scores and were coached for such an ex- 
amination. Hence, an entire class taking the examination would nor- 
mally be expected to make a median score somewhat below the 
standard median for the examination. How much difference this 
might make we have no way of knowing, so it is not taken into ac- 
count in any of the following reports on results of Emporia scholar- 
ship-contest examinations. The reader, however, may well keep this 
point in mind. 

The results for this class on the Emporia Scholarship Examination 
were as follows: of Mrs. Droll's group, two scores were in the high 
i percent, five more were in the high 5 percent, two more were in 
the high 10 percent, two more were in the high 15 percent, and the 
entire class was in the high 35 percent of all the more than 3000 
students tested. The median for this class was within the high 15 
percent of all students tested. Moreover, there was no special prep- 
aration for this examination. 

On the Brown-Woody Civics Test, of the 3508 test results tabu- 
lated, all but one of the members of Mrs. Droll's class had scores 
within the upper 35 percent and the low score was at the 49th per- 
centile. The median for this class was within the high 10 percent. 
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It can perhaps reasonably be said that the Emporia Scholarship 
Examination tended to be mostly factual in nature, whereas the 
Brown-Woody Civics Test tended to examine more for under- 
standing of the vocabulary of civics, for recall of the facts of civics, 
and for application of principles to practical situations. 

It is evident, therefore, that this reflectively taught class seemed 
not only to achieve many of the outcomes which the class was pri- 
marily designed to achieve (as shown by the informal measures 
reported) but also achieved much better than normal expectation in 
terms of their ability to recall items of factual information and in 
their retention of understandings. This is the outcome anticipated 
by those who have carefully studied the nature of reflective teaching, 
and it seems to have been clearly demonstrated by this experiment. 

It may be well at this point to anticipate a criticism which is likely 
to be raised with reference to this and the following studies. It may 
be objected that no control groups were used which would furnish 
a basis for comparison and thereby for judging experimental results. 
It is our considered opinion that such a criticism is ill-founded and 
will not stand careful scrutiny. In fact, the employed plan was 
adopted because of recognized faults in what was conventional in 
educational experimentation before and during the early 1940*5. 

The major control in each of these investigations was the group 
which furnished the standardizing base for each of the tests used. 
If the standardizing base was reported as representative of the na- 
tion as a whole, it was assumed that normal expectation for a nor- 
mal class conventionally taught would be the standard norm for the 
test; sometimes the median, and sometimes percentile ranks. Class- 
median scores on intelligence examinations were compared with na- 
tional medians for the grade-levels in question, such as eleventh or 
twelfth, in order to reach a conclusion as to whether a given class 
was approximately above, equal to, or below the standard group. 
Thus, a group with IQ's approximately equal to those of the stand- 
ardizing group would normally be expected to make scores approxi- 
mately equal to standard on the achievement tests, and variations 
above or below would be interpreted accordingly. 

This plan may not be as neat numerically as certain other plans 
in use around 1940, but it was thought to be more valid. If, for ex- 
ample, a given teacher teaches both experimental and control classes 
simultaneously, he or she is bound to be partial to one method or 
the other. And such partiality is extremely likely to influence class- 
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room results in favor of the favored method, regardless of its ef- 
fectiveness otherwise. If, on the other hand, different teachers taught 
the different classes, then the differences in teacher capacity would be 
likely to outweigh the differences due solely to method. Whatever 
may have been our progress in methodology up to now, it seems 
that we still must face the brute fact that a good teacher may out- 
teach a poor one regardless of the particular "method" he may use. 
This, however, does not deny that a good teacher with a superior 
method is practically sure to outstrip a teacher with equally good 
natural endowments but who employs an inferior method. 

It may be suggested that recent developments in the statistical 
treatment of data might have made possible a better plan than the 
one used by these investigators. This we neither deny nor admit, for 
to do either seems unnecessary. In the first place, they were not 
readily available at the time all but one of these investigations were 
conducted and, second, the obtained differences were sufficiently 
large to make minutely refined measures unnecessary. A butcher 
does not need an extremely accurate chemical balance to weigh a 
pound of beef steak. 

THREE STUDIES IN AMERICAN HISTORY 

During 1941 and 1942, three experiments in the reflective teaching 
of a first semester of American history were reported. 3 ' 4 ' 5 The three 
teachers were experienced, as with Mrs. Droll were perhaps in their 
thirties, and also as with her had taught conventionally prior to the 
experimental semester which they report. All were able teachers and 
likable persons. The Avery study was with a class in a small high 
school, whereas the Johnston and Sailer studies were conducted in 
somewhat larger, though still small-town, high schools. 

Prior to these studies, Lawson M. Roberts 6 had formulated plans 

s Torry C. Avery, "An Experiment with Teaching a Class in American History 
According to the Pragmatic Theory," unpublished Master's thesis, University of 
Kansas, 1941. 

* Laura C. Johnston, "An Experiment with the Problem-Raising and Problem- 
Solving Method of Teaching American History,*' unpublished Master's thesis, Uni- 
versity of Kansas, 1941. 

5 Roy L. Sailer, "A Third Experiment in Teaching a Semester of American History 
in Accordance with the Roberts Plan," unpublished Master's thesis, University of 
Kansas, 1942. 

6 Lawson M. Roberts, "Ten Units in American History Formulated in Accordance 
with the Pragmatic Theory of Teaching," unpublished Master's thesis, University of 
Kansas, 1941. 
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for ten units in American history extending from discovery and 
colonization through the Civil War. The unit titles were as follows: 

I. Exploration and the discovery of America 

II. Colonization of America 

III. The American Revolution 

IV. Establishing a national government 
V. Winning respect at home and abroad 

VI. The Jacksonian period 

VII. The Westward Movement 

VIII. American society at mid-century 
IX. Slavery and sectionalism 
X. War for southern independence 

All three reports, especially the one by Miss Johnston, describe in 
considerable detail the way the units actually developed in class. 
They also included suggestions as to how the various units might 
be improved. To give even a sketch of those class discussions is out 
of the question here. We can only say that it was almost amazing 
to see how closely Mr. Roberts' plan actually worked in class, even 
though there was no attempt toward strict following of those plans. 
In reflective teaching, it is necessary to follow a thought-line as it 
actually develops in a given classroom. The study itself needs to 
determine the line of study, and circumstances alter cases. Neverthe- 
less, imaginative planning ahead of time can be considered a neces- 
sity, in which the planner persistently tries to think as students 
would think under the anticipated circumstances; and Mr. Roberts' 
anticipations turned out to be highly accurate and usable. Students 
took hold from the very beginning and participated with interest, 
even enthusiasm. 

The Avery and Johnston classes were small, 10 or n students each. 
The Sailer class had about 20 students. 

Since each investigator reported findings in a way somewhat dif- 
ferent from the others, it will be necessary to take the reports one 
at a time. All three, however, in making comparisons with their 
own previous experiences with classes similar but taught in a more 
or less conventional manner, noted distinctly heightened interest; 
greatly increased voluntary use of library facilities and other refer- 
ence sources outside of the textbook; increased interest in current 
national affairs; increasing participation, especially by the more reti- 
cent students, in classroom discussions; increasing tendencies to 
question statements made by fellow students or teacher or authors; 



8 Democratic Educational Theory 

and other characteristics which reflective study is thought likely to 
promote. 

The Avery Study 

There were ten members of the class taught by Mr. Avery. His 
measure of mental ability was the Army Group Examination 
Alpha, given at the beginning of the experimental semester. Intelli- 
gence Quotients ranged from no to 74, with a median of 92. Since 
a report of the U.S. Office of Education indicated a median intelli- 
gence quotient of high school juniors and seniors of io8, 7 it appears 
that this class was of considerably less than average capacity. Whether 
this measurement was accurate is a distinct question in the mind 
o the present writer, but it seems probable that the class was below 
average, though possibly not as much as a median IQ of 92 would 
indicate. 

Two tests were employed to measure achievement. The Kansas 
American History Test, published in 1938 by the Bureau of Educa- 
tional Measurements, Kansas State Teachers College, Emporia, cov- 
ered the period of American history included in this study. Form A 
was given at the beginning and Form B at the close. The median 
class-score at the beginning was equal to the 5th percentile standard 
test-score. The median class-score at the close of the period of study 
was equal to standard percentile 62. Form A was given on Septem- 
ber 4 and Form B on the following January 21. On January 24, the 
Emporia Every-Pupil Scholarship Contest Examination was taken 
and the median score of the class was equal to the standard 75th 
percentile. Since both of these examinations represented largely the 
recall of facts in American history from colonization to the close of 
the Civil War, the evidence from these measurements is that, in this 
regard, achievement of this class was markedly above what could 
reasonably be expected of it. And the class evidently made great ad- 
vancement during the period of study. 

The Johnston Study 

Miss Johnston used more measures of the standardized type than 
did Mr. Avery. Three tests of mental ability were administered: 
Army Alpha, Henmon-Nelson, and Terman Group. Army Alpha, 
given at the beginning of the experiment and representing the en- 
tire class of ii students, gave a median of 103 and a mean, of 108. 

7 Kefauver, op. cit. 
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The other two intelligence examinations had been given earlier in 
connection with the regular all-school testing program and included 
records o only 8 of the n class members. Omitted were two who 
were above the median and one who was below. The averages of 
those two examinations (Henrnon-Nelson and Terman) gave a 
median of 105 and a mean of 106. Therefore, it seems reasonable to 
conclude that, in comparison with national standards, the class was 
about average. 

Miss Johnston took 25 weeks, 7 weeks more than one semester, to 
complete the ten units. She had one achievement test which covered 
the entire time and represented the material covered. This was 
the Kansas American History Test (see above) with Form A given 
on September n and Form B on the following March 4. The me- 
dian score o the class at the close of the study was equal to stand- 
ard percentile 50. In other words, on this examination, the class 
after instruction apparently remembered as many facts in American 
history as would ordinarily be expected of it. 

The Columbia Research Bureau American History Test, pub- 
lished in 1926, was also administered at beginning and end of the 
experiment. This test, however, covered the period from coloniza- 
tion until 1926. Besides testing the facts of history, this test also 
seemed to require a considerable amount of reasoning ability and 
discriminating judgment. However, 50 percent of the questions re- 
lated to post-Civil War, a period not covered in the experiment. The 
median of the class rose from a standard percentile rank of 12 at the 
beginning to a percentile rank of 37 at the close. When this test was 
ordered. Miss Johnston did not realize that 50 percent of it covered 
material subsequent to what was to be included in the course. But 
she administered it anyway, and it should be noted that the class 
gained 22 percentile-points during the study and ended only n per- 
centile-points below the standard median, presumably based on study 
of the entire course. 

The Emforia Every-Pupil Scholarship Examination was given on 
January 8, two months before the close of the study. On that exami- 
nation, the median score of this class was equal to the 72nd percentile 
of the 176 medians (presumably class medians) reported for the ex- 
amination. In other words, the January median for this class was 
equal to or higher than the medians of 72 percent of all classes re- 
ported. A total of 4754 scores was reported by the 176 schools used 
for determining standard test-scores. 
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On April 8, another such examination was given for which stand- 
ardization included 4457 scores from 148 different classes. On this 
examination the median for this class was equal to the 75th percen- 
tile of all medians. Thus, at both times Miss Johnston's class, having 
average capacity, ranked well above average in performance on ex- 
aminations requiring primarily recall of factual information. 

However, during the year prior to this experiment, Miss Johnston 
taught an American history class of eight students having a median 
IQ approximately five points higher than the experimental class. On 
the January examination the previous-year class achieved a median 
equal to the 75th percentile of all medians. Of the preceding class 
Miss Johnston says, "The method of teaching last year was based 
principally on the Morrison plan which stressed facts and included 
some drill. There was no drill in the remembering of facts in this 
experiment." It is evident that Miss Johnston did well, regardless of 
what method she was attempting to use. 

Moreover, during January the experimental group took an annual 
current-affairs test published by the Searight Publications Bureau of 
Lincoln, Nebraska. Only two members of the experimental class 
made scores lower than the score indicated by the publisher as the 
average to be expected of such students. As Miss Johnston says, 
"This showing seemed to indicate that our class, although of average 
capacity, is better informed than average on current affairs." 

Among Miss Johnston's informal observations regarding her ex- 
perience with this experimental class is the following: 

The problem-solving method of teaching is no panacea; it is no cure-all for 
the ills of teaching. Members of our group were more willing to hypothesize 
and, by research, to test out hypotheses and follow through to a conclusion. 
There was a tendency to do the guessing and let it go at that. This might be 
expected, since the method was new to the writer and to the pupils. There 
seemed to be an adequate realization of the problems and perhaps that is all 
one could expect from beginners. Pupils felt free to express their opinions and 
to challenge those of others. Discussions were lively and interesting. As was 
pointed out . . . the pupils raised many questions. For example, "Why didn't 
we include Lower California in the Mexican Cession?" and "Why did Spain 
allow only native Spaniards who were Catholics to enter her colonies?" 

Not all pupils worked up to their several abilities; there were some who gave 
little and seemingly gained little. However, perfect correlation between ability 
and achievement may be too much to expect of any method. 8 

8 Johnston, op. cit., pp. 113-114. 



Experiments with Reflective Teaching n 

Miss Johnston summarized her feelings about reflective teaching 
as follows: 

1. It stimulates wider reading. Pupils read to find the solution to a problem 
rather than to meet a required assignment. 

2. It arouses interest to determine the "why" of things and ideas, and leads 
the pupils to substantiate their conclusions and opinions. 

3. It promotes the recognition of problem situations. 

4. It provides opportunity for wholesome "give and take" in the discussion of 
controversial issues. 

5. It seems to result in greater retention of factual information, even with- 
out coaching for such retention, than is ordinarily achieved. 9 

The Sailer Study 

In the Sailer study, two measuring devices were used in addition 
to those employed in the Droll, Avery, and Johnston studies: (i) a 
class group in a nearby community was obtained to serve as a con- 
trol; (2) a published examination, which represented an attempt to 
measure reflective thinking and was to a degree standardized, was 
administered to both experimental and control groups. 

As we have indicated in each case, the method used by the three 
preceding investigators to obtain a "control" to serve as a basis for 
comparison is, first, to find how the median IQ of the experimental 
class compares with the national median IQ for students in grades 
ii and 12 combined. This, as noted, was recorded' by the U.S. Office 
of Education as about 108. Second, the class-achievement medians 
are compared with nation-wide norms for the examinations by in- 
dicating what percentile ranks on the national norm the median 
score (50th percentile) of the experimental class equals. Thus, when 
a class of average IQ makes a median achievement-score equal to 
a national yoth percentile, it is taken to have achieved considerably 
more than normal expectation. 

In addition to such comparisons, Mr. Sailer used a class from a 
nearby community with which he was familiar and with whose 
teacher he was acquainted. Of course, Mr. Sailer also reported his 
own personal impressions, as had the others, and found himself quite 
in agreement with their observations. 

Measurement of intelligence was obtained by use of the Schram- 
mel-Brannen Revision of Army Alpha, Form A. The medians of 
both control and experimental groups were the same, 112, four points 
higher than what was taken to be the national median for grades 

9 Ibid. , p. 115. 
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ii and 12 combined. Moreover, the 75th percentiles were nearly the 
same (122 experimental, 119 control). However, there was consider- 
able difference in the 25th percentiles to the disadvantage of the ex- 
perimental group (89 experimental, 102 control), there were 9 more 
students in the control than in the experimental group (29 control, 
20 experimental). Thus, the Sailer class was about the size of the 
Droll class and almost twice the size of the Avery and Johnston 
classes. Moreover, due to difference in policy between the two schools 
on the age required for entering first grade, students in the experi- 
mental group averaged six months younger chronologically than 
those in the control group. Thus, it seems that, except for the con- 
trol being a somewhat larger group, the two groups were approxi- 
mately equal in capacity. 

To test for factual knowledge, the Emporia Every-Pupil Scholar- 
ship Contest Examination was again used, and on January 28 was 
given to both groups. The standard test-percentiles were determined 
on the basis of 3987 individual scores reported from 633 different 
schools in 29 different states. For the experimental class, the na- 
tional percentile-ratings of the individual students ranged from 2 to 
99 with a 25th percentile of 15, a median of 55, and a 75th percentile 
of 92. For the control class, individual student-scores ranged in na- 
tional percentile ranks from 2 to 85 with a 25th percentile of 16, a 
median of 38, and a 75th percentile of 50. Thus, on fact recall the 
experimental-class 75th percentile was 7 national percentile-points 
higher than the top score of the control class, the experimental me- 
dian was 5 percentile-points higher than the control 75th percentile, 
and the two 25th percentile scores were about the same, even though 
the 25th percentile IQ of the experimental group was 13 points lower 
than that of the control group. 

Comparing, as did Miss Johnston, the experimental-class median 
score with the class-median scores for the 144 schools reporting, the 
experimental-class median reached the 67th percentile for all class 
medians. The median score for the control class was equal to the 
30th percentile of all class medians. 

These results indicate that, on fact recall, Sailer's and Johnston's 
results are approximately the same distinctly better than normal ex- 
pectation even though no attention had been paid in either class to 
whether facts were remembered or not. Facts were obtained because 
they were needed in problem-solving and were so used, but that was 
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all. If Mr. Avery's class was as low in capacity as his obtained IQ's 
indicated, his class made a remarkable showing. 

Mr. Sailer also gave the Every-Pupil Scholarship Contest Examina- 
tion on April 8, some time after the close of the formal experiment. 
The result for his experimental class was the same as to median (55 
in both cases) as the January 28 examination but with a somewhat 
lower 75th percentile and a somewhat higher 25th percentile. Mr. 
Sailer suggests the possibility that the drop in the 75th percentile 
might have been caused by numerous absences from his class by 
top-ranking students who were drilling for the contest in the work 
of other classes. His own class was not drilled for the contest. 

In order to obtain a standardized measure of reflective ability, 
Sailer found one instrument which seemed to be at least partially 
satisfactory the Cooperative Test of Social-Studies Abilities, Ex- 
perimental Form 19363 by J. Wayne Wrightstone. The test was di- 
vided into four parts with available norms based on the scores of 
1250 students. Part I dealt with obtaining facts. Part II with organiz- 
ing facts, Part III with interpreting facts, and Part IV with applying 
facts. The total score was found by adding together the four part- 
scores. The same form of the test was given twice, once at the be- 
ginning of the school year when the experiment was started and 
once near the close of the school year, some time after the close of 
the experiment. It was given to both experimental and control groups 
at about the same time. It was expected that a different form would 
be given the second time, but, since no second form was available, 
the first had to be repeated. However, during the entire intervening 
period nothing whatsoever was said in either class about the test or 
that it would be given again, so that the practice effect in favor of 
the second would probably not have been very large, if any. We 
merely mention this test to show that an attempt at such type of 
measurement was made. The very make-up of the test was such as 
to be rather unsatisfactory both to the investigator himself and to his 
advisor, the present writer. Those four factors may indeed be as- 
pects or elements of reflective thought, but it seems hardly sound 
psychologically to assume that a true measure of reflective ability can 
be obtained by a summation of scores which purported to measure 
those four factors in separation from one another. 

For what they are worth, however, the results of this test are 
given. At the beginning of the year, for some reason, the control 
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group scored considerably higher than the experimental: for the 
control group, the 75th percentile was 155, the median 115, and the 
25th percentile 90. For the experimental group, the 75th percentile 
was 156, the median 89, and the 25th percentile 60. Near the close 
of the year, for the control group the 75th percentile was the same, 
155, the median was 7 points higher, 122, and the 25th percentile was 
4 points lower, 86. For the experimental group near the close of the 
year, the 75th percentile was 19 points higher, 175, the median was 
52 points higher, 141, and the 25th percentile was 20 points higher, 
80. Thus, according to this measuring instrument, during the year 
the control group made little progress in reflective capacity while 
the experimental group was improving considerably. The announced 
norms for the test, based on 1250 cases and for the close of the senior 
year, were 75th percentile 162, median 141, and 25th percentile 119. 
Since it is not known what type of students composed the 1250 to 
whom Dr. Wrightstone administered his examination for standardi- 
zation, we have no way of knowing or of surmising why the results 
for both classes participating in the study were no higher compara- 
tively than they were. 

Two STUDIES IN UPPER ELEMENTARY GRADES 

The Trefz Study 

The foregoing studies dealt with classes in senior high school. The 
two remaining deal with upper elementary, the Trefz Study 10 with 
Grade VI and the Reader Study 11 with Grade V. Moreover, because 
in these grades a single teacher was in full-time charge of each class, 
the experiments cover all of the subjects studied by these pupils, for 
almost an entire school year at a time. And, in addition, two suc- 
cessive years of work are included in each report which comprised 
the master's thesis. Furthermore, the Trefz study can here be ex- 
tended for four additional years (six years in all) due to informal 
reports made to the present writer by Mrs. Trefz at the close of 
each year. Thus, evidence is given as to whether a teacher may profit 
by experience in reflective teaching and secure better results a sec- 

10 Ida R. Trefz, "An Experimental Study of Teaching a Sixth-Grade Class for 
Seven Months Employing a Pragmatic Program," unpublished Master's thesis, Uni- 
versity of Kansas, 1941. 

11 Edna C. L. Reader, "An Experimental Study of Reflective Teaching in a 
Fifth-Grade Classroom for a Two-Year Period," unpublished Master's thesis, Uni- 
versity of Kansas, 1953. 
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ond, third, fourth, fifth, or sixth year than were secured on a first 
attempt. Both teachers had not previously attempted reflective teach- 
ing as such, and have more than once indicated that they had been 
largely unaware of it, other perhaps than the ordinary conviction 
that we ought to do what we can in helping children learn how to 
think. 

In order to give the reader an idea of what led to Mrs. Trefz' 
study, we shall let her tell it. 

The method used by the writer in teaching previous to this experiment was 
confined more to factual learning, the textbook method being used. Ques- 
tions were asked and answers were given, with little discussion. Reports were 
made by class members and accepted by the others without agreement or dis- 
agreement. Maps were used for memorizing locations, not as sources of infor- 
mation for continual reference in solving problems. Rules were memorized; 
not formulated or "arrived at" by the pupils themselves. Particularized learn- 
ings [were] the major objective; not development of an enhanced ability to 
learn for one's self. School and life were not as closely related as they might 
have been, even though field trips were taken and community projects talked 
about. 

Then, during the summer of 1939, through the study of teaching proce- 
dures and through reading books by Dewey, Bode, Kilpatrick, Wheeler, and 
others, ideas and words such as democracy, discussion, agreement, harmoniza- 
tion, enhancement, relationships, problem-solving, and reflective thinking be- 
gan to take on new and different meanings. In the fall of 1939 the pragmatic 
program became the basis for our teaching procedures. 

I had this same group the year before (1938-39), having been promoted 
from the fifth to the sixth grade with them. Unconsciously, in September, 
1939, my teaching was changed to fit a somewhat higher level of mental 
capacity, because I changed my objective to reflection-level thinking. Before, it 
had been recollection and recognition (understanding) levels. 12 

It might also be noted here that, after Mrs. Trefz had taught this 
class in fifth grade, it came with her to sixth grade somewhat below 
the achievement-norm for beginning sixth grade. As a result, how- 
ever, of her teaching this same class during sixth grade but reflec- 
tively rather than conventionally, the class finished the year above 
normal in achievement. This is a rather significant comparison be- 
cause the only factor which differed materially was the method of 
teaching. Both years it was the same class and the same teacher. 
Moreover, when the teacher taught conventionally, she was con- 
vinced that that was the way to teach and had been teaching that 

12 Trefz, op. *., pp. 3-5. 
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way for a number of years. The altered teaching method came after 
altered convictions regarding teaching. Hence was avoided the diffi- 
culty which arises, when a teacher is simultaneously handling two 
different classes in two different ways, of his conviction that one 
way is better than the other and of his consequently favoring the 
preferred method. It is for this very reason that the present writer 
has advised experimenting teachers not to use classes taught by them- 
selves as control groups. 
Mrs. Trefz tells as follows of her first experimental year. 

Group intelligence and achievement tests were given. In the 1939-40 class 
of thirty-six sixth graders, the I.Q.'s ranged from 69 to 143. The median was 
97. There were twelve pupils whose I.Q. fell in the normal range (90-110), 
eleven were above normal (in up), and thirteen were below normal (up 
to 89). 

Results on the achievement tests taken in October seemed to indicate that 
teaching was still pitched at too low a level to challenge the better students 
because the thirteen pupils ranking below normal in intelligence were 
achieving more in proportion to their ability than those with the higher I.Q.*s. 
This conclusion was reached after reading an article by Bayles. 13 He says, **We 
believe that the interests of a class as a whole are best served when teaching is 
pitched above the median of the class, say at the level of the second quartile, 
and made sufficiently flexible to challenge the best pupils. If the more compe- 
tent members of a class, usually the most influential in determining the gen- 
eral class attitude, are convinced that a class is worth while, the remainder 
usually follow along and gain considerable benefit from the instruction, 
whether they comprehend all that goes on or not. The writer's general im- 
pression of teaching today is that it is focused upon too low a level to present 
a wholesome challenge to pupils." 

Hereafter teaching was pitched on a higher level. Class work was made 
more challenging for the brighter pupils, yet interesting to the duller ones. 

In the spring of 1940, Form B of the achievement test, of which Form A 
liad been used in the fall, indicated that those whose I.Q.'s lay in the range 
of normalcy (90-110) for their grade made an average of nine months ad- 
vancement in the five months between tests, those whose I.Q/s lay in the 
above normal group (in up) made an average of seven months and a half 
advancement in the five, and those in the below normal group (up to 89) 
made an average of ten months advancement in the five. 

Should the teaching have been pitched at a still higher level, or was the 
test a satisfactory criterion for judging the advancement of the higher group? 
"We were bothered by this question. The test covered practically the same ma- 

35 Ernest E. Bayles, "The Relativity Principle as Applied to Teaching," Uni- 
versity of Kansas Bulletin of Education, Vol. 4 (February, 1940), p, 10. 
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terial as Form A on which these higher pupils had made good scores at the 
beginning o the study. In order to have secured a complete picture of the 
gain of all groups, we felt that another test should have been given the supe- 
rior group to test the depth of their gain. 

The children of this class (1939-40) did come to know democracy as more 
than a form of government They enjoyed attacking problems, searching for 
data, discarding irrelevant material, and then accepting solutions that were 
most in keeping with available data. Sensing that a degree of success had 
come with this experiment, yet feeling it an unfinished task, we decided to 
continue using the pragmatic program into 1940-41, profiling from the ex- 
perience gained in I939-4O. 14 

The present writer can well remember Mrs. Trefz* concern with 
the relatively poor showing of her upper-IQ group in terms of prog- 
ress during the period between tests. To have the high-capacity 
group registering only seven and a half months improvement in 
five while the low-capacity group registered ten months improve- 
ment was to her a shock. For, if IQ means capacity for rate of 
growth, then with equal treatment or opportunity a high-capacity 
group will surely register more advancement than will one with low 
capacity. When the opposite occurs, something must be holding back 
the high-capacity group. Mrs. Trefz finally decided that her teach- 
ing was still not pitched on a level high enough to give the upper 
two-thirds of the class the challenge it needed. Hence, during the 
second year, she sought to have her class delve more deeply and 
study more difficult problems than they did the preceding year* 
Space cannot be taken here to give descriptions of the studies as 
they were pursued by Mrs. Trefz* class in the second year of her 
experiment. She gives such descriptions in her thesis. 

In presenting the test results for the second year of Mrs. Trefz* 
experiment, though not quoting exactly we shall follow very closely 
her own report. During the first year, 1939-1940, Forms A and B of 
the "Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Intermediate Battery, Com- 
plete (Revised), were used: Form A in the fall and Form B in the 
spring. In the second year, 1940-1941, Forms C and D were used. 
Form C in October and Form D the following April. The tests were 
given approximately seven calendar months apart. Intelligence quo- 
tients for the class, taken from school records, showed a high of 127, 
a low of 63, and a median of 105. Thirty pupils composed the class. 
As shown by the October achievement test, the class was then at 

14r Trefz, op. cit., pp. 5-8. 
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grade-level six years and one month (6.1) as shown by the calibra- 
tion chart for the test. 

In April, almost 7 months later, the class median was found to be 
5 months above grade-level. Therefore, since advancement of the 
class was 5 months more than the 7 which was normal, it is evi- 
dent that median class-achievement showed 12 months improvement 
in 7. 

The largest gain made by any class member during the 7-months 
period was 15 months and by the student having the highest IQ, 127. 
Gains of 14 months were made by 4, having IQ's of 121, 108, 87, and 
64, respectively, the latter being a repeater in the grade. Gains of 
13 months were made by 2, with IQ's of 105 and no. Twelve-months 
gain each were made by n students with IQ's ranging from 121 
down to 85. Those having IQ's from in up made a mean gain of 
1 1. 6 months during the 7, those with IQ's from 90 to no made a 
mean gain of 12 months, and those with an IQ of 89 and below a 
mean gain of 10.3 months in 7. The mean gain of the entire class 
taken together was 11.3 months during the 7 months between tests. 

It would seem, therefore, that pitching the level of difficulty higher 
the second year than the first did accomplish the anticipated result 
the middle group outgained the low group by almost 2 months, 
whereas the preceding year the low group had gained 10 months 
while the middle group was making a gain of 9. Moreover, the up- 
per group this year outgained the low group, although by only 1.3 
months on the average, whereas during the first year its gain was 
only 7 months while the middle group was gaining 9 and the low 
group 10. However, the showing by the upper group was still un- 
satisfactory since its mean gain during the 7-months period was .4 
month less than that of the middle group although it should seem- 
ingly have been perhaps at least 2 months more than that of the mid- 
dle group. 

Nevertheless, the overall showing of the class was indeed remark- 
able. This was a widely used test, well standardized, and calibrated 
in terms of io-month years. That is to say, the median showing of 
the class 12 months improvement in 7 means that the class on the 
average improved 1.2 years during .7 year. In other words, the me- 
dian gain of the class was about 72 percent more than normal ex- 
pectation. And it is very clear that the overall gain of the class was 
not at the expense of the low-capacity members, for their mean gain 
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was 47 percent more than normal expectation for ##<?nz<f-capacity 
pupils. 

It would seem that this showing by low-capacity class members de- 
serves emphasis, due to common conviction and indeed frequent 
claim that reflective teaching (or teaching so as to make pupils think) 
may be fine for the best students in a class but it will work a hard- 
ship on average and poor students. Mrs. Trefz' experiments for 
both years clearly showed almost the opposite, that lower-capacity 
students were profiting from reflective teaching more than were 
higher-capacity students. 

Thus, at the close of two years* experience with reflective teach- 
ing, this teacher was still wrestling with the question, "What must 
I do to enable my best students to achieve as nearly up to their capaci- 
ties as my poorer students do?" In studying this problem, Mrs. Trefz 
analyzed improvements made on the various parts of the test that 
is, in the various subjects which were covered and found that at 
the beginning of the year the 1940-1941 class was below grade in 
both arithmetic and spelling. Regarding this analysis she had the 
following to say: 

Because of the very low median on the fall tests in arithmetic and spelling, 
special effort was made to help the children do reflective thinking in these 
subjects. Many questions were asked both by the teacher and by the pupils. 
Searching of data for the best answers kept the children interested, alert, and 
wanting to learn. Why they were missing problems, and not spelling words 
correctly, became individual problems. Each pupil was encouraged to find his 
trouble. Often the class helped him, and then, sometimes, the pupil had to 
have the teacher's help to straighten him out. This was often done in a super- 
vised study period, the period being provided, not at fixed times, but when 
a "felt need" seemed to indicate it. The children enjoyed the supervised work 
period, and often asked questions on what had been bothering them. Many 
times during the class recitation periods the children recognized their need 
for more problems in the different fundamentals and asked for drill in these. 

In spelling, visualizing the word, pronouncing it correctly, being aware of 
the syllables, noticing silent letters, and spelling orally, helped the children 
feel an answer to the question: ''How does the word have to be spelled?" 
They enjoyed a baseball game of spelling very much, the game being played 
like regular baseball, using words for balls. 

Indeed, it was gratifying to discover the results as indicated by the spring 
achievement test in these two subjects especially. The median for the class 
in average arithmetic went from seven months below grade to four months 



20 Democratic Educational Theory 

above grade, indicating, in all, eighteen months gain in seven months time 
the seven months below grade, the seven months interim (between tests) and 
the four months above grade. In spelling there was a like result, from six 
months below grade to three months above grade, sixteen months gain in 
all. 15 

Mrs. Trefz' analysis led her also to make the following comments 
regarding the social-studies aspect of the year's showing. 

In the sixth grade we have social studies instead of history and geography, 
and even though the class was most interesting, and social studies perhaps 
the best adapted of all the subjects for reflective thinking, the tests in geog- 
raphy and history did not cover social studies subject matter. Because of the 
nature of the tests, being of the multiple choice type of objective tests, they 
required mostly recognition-level thinking (understanding) and not reflec- 
tion-level thinking. As a result, we believe that the outcomes of some of our 
very best work are not reflected in our test results at all. We believe that if our 
test battery had included one in the social studies proper, the class would 
have shown high level achievement in that test. 

Throughout the year there have been unmistakable indications of an in- 
creased ability to think straight. The members of the class see their problems 
more quickly, and are better able to use the facts they possess in arriving at 
correct generalizations. 16 

Following are the conclusions of this experimenter at the close of 
two years' experience with reflective teaching. 

We have conducted classes the last nine months, using to the best of our 
knowledge pragmatic teaching, which seeks to promote reflection-level studies 
of ideas in contrast or conflict, looking toward development of enhanced and 
more harmonious outlooks on life. 

1. We found it to be very interesting both to pupils and teacher. The chil- 
dren enjoyed the privilege of discussion. The teacher needed to keep up with 
the affairs of the day, to be able to contribute her share in discussions, 

2. We found changed attitudes. The class became more cooperative. The 
children were led into respecting the rights of others, not only in the room, 
but also on the playground and at home. 

3. We found enhanced and more harmonious outlooks on life. The rendi- 
tion of the play "I'm an American" revealed this enhanced outlook. 
Through the study of the European countries and contrasting them with 
America, the children realized what it meant to be an American. Because of 
this realization very little coaching was necessary in putting on this play suc- 
cessfully. The children's art project taught them that things are neither good 
nor bad in and of themselves, but in the relationships in which they are seen. 

15 Ibid., pp. 61-62. 

16 Ibid., pp. 62-63. 
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The study of budgeting both time and money was shown as carrying over into 
the home by reports of parents who remarked about instances of planning and 
budgeting at home. 

4. We found improvement in self-reliant, reflective thinking. Radio news 
of the day were sometimes discarded as propaganda and reasons given why 
they were evaluating them as they listened, and the next day shared what 
they thought was worth while. 

5. We found marked improvement in subject matter knowledge. In 7 
months time the class made 18 months progress in arithmetic, 16 months 
progress in spelling and an average of r 1.3 months progress in all subjects. 

6. We found that pitching teaching on an upper level of class ability in- 
creased the achievement of all groups; low as well as middle and high capac- 
ity. In 7 months, the ten pupils with the highest I.Q.'s in the class (112-127) 
made an average of n.6 months improvement, and the ten pupils with the 
lowest I.Q.'s (63-100) made an average of 10 months improvement. Moreover, 
the higher the level of ability aimed at in the teaching, the higher the correla- 
tion between ability and achievement on the part of all groups; high, middle, 
and low. 17 

Mrs. Trefz' formal report, which represented her master's thesis, 
was made in 1941 after two years of experience in reflective teach- 
ing. But her interest was aroused and she continued her measure- 
ment program for four more years, each year using one form of a 
test-battery in the fall and a different form in the spring, six or seven 
calendar months later. In some years the Stanford test was used and 
in others the Metropolitan. Each year she would send to the present 
writer an informal, though careful and accurate, report of her find- 
ings. 

In her third year, 1941-1942, the tests were given in October and 
March, 6 months apart. The median grade-placement in October 
was 5.8, or the eighth month of the fifth grade, which was at that 
time 3 months below the grade-standard of 6.1. The results of the 
March test showed median grade-placement of 7.8, or n months 
above the standard grade-placement of 6.7* This year her class was 
made up of 25 pupils, and its gain was more than 15 months in 
median grade-placement during a 6-month teaching period. 

Average (presumably mean) gains in grade-placement made by 
each IQ group for the six-months period between tests were as fol- 
lows: 

Above normal IQ (in up) 17 months 

Normal IQ (90-110) 18 months 

Below normal IQ (up to 89) 9 months 
Ibid., pp. 66-68. Italics added. 
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Thus we note that, in her third year of reflective teaching, this 
teacher a mature and experienced teacher at the outset made a 
large gain over her second year, an average gain of three times nor- 
mal expectation or 18 months' improvement in 6. During this third 
year her below-normal group continued to do approximately as well 
as the first two years but her middle and upper groups did much 
better than before. Yet her top-capacity group still fell short of her 
middle-capacity group regarding gain during the period. 

During the fourth and fifth years, results continued on this re- 
markably high level, even showing some gains. Mrs. Trefz' final 
report to the writer was for the year 1945-1946, her sixth year of re- 
flective teaching. In this case the tests were given about 6 months 
apart and the gains were as follows: 

Above normal IQ, average gain 21 months 

Normal IQ (90-110), average gain 19 months 

Below normal IQ, average gain 14 months 

This was with a class of 25 pupils. The class started with a me- 
dian of 2 months below standard grade-placement and ended with 
a median of n months above standard grade-placement. It is evi- 
dent that this year the objective of getting students to achieve ap- 
proximately in accordance with their several capacities was accom- 
plished. The average of the top-capacity group was 2 months higher 
than that of the mid-capacity group and its average in turn was 5 
months above that of the low-capacity group. 

Thus, it is seen that a teacher, even though mature and experi- 
enced at the outset, can, by getting hold of a fruitful idea or plan, 
greatly improve the achievements of her pupils as measured by 
available standardized tests, and can continue steadily to improve 
those results over a period of at least six years. This is indeed a 
splendid record of achievement and it is evident that this teacher 
is deserving of highest commendation for her efforts. The question, 
of course, arises as to whether others could do the same. The find- 
ings of the Droll, Avery, Johnston, and Sailer experiments appear 
to give an affirmative answer, although for only one year. 

The Reader Study 

Miss Reader was a mature and personable young woman, younger 
than Mrs. Trefz, teaching fifth grade in a midwestern town in the 
5000-15,000 population group. This was a two-year study, performed 
during 1951-1952 and 1952-1953. 
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As with Mrs. Trefz, Miss Reader had to follow essentially the 
course of study required in her school system. Modifications could 
be effected only within that general jrameworJ^. As she says, "The 
units of reflective thinking have been worked out following the in- 
terests of the pupils, guided by the teacher so that required material 
in the course of study would be covered." 18 Later she enlarges, 

The course of study follows fairly closely the basic textbooks which are pro- 
vided for each child. There was a definite shortage of supplementary and 
reference material, but some was provided by the school during the year and 
the County Librarian was generous with library books, checking out twenty- 
five or thirty at a time for use over two-weeks periods or longer if needed. 

The children were accustomed to the traditional type of teaching and had 
learned, as most children do, to take textbook and teacher's word as final. An 
effort was made to lead them into thinking their own way through the ques- 
tions they normally raise, and to bring to light incompatibilities in their out- 
looks. It was rather hard to do this, for many children seldom expressed their 
own ideas in the classroom for fear of being laughed at or thought imperti- 
nent, or just from force of habit. But, after the teacher had said several times, 
I'm not sure, let's find out, they began to feel that perhaps after all their 
ideas were worth expressing. 

The writer had, previous to this study, been using broad social units for 
two or more years so decided to continue this method, adding to it reflective 
teaching. At first the children did not notice much change and a casual ob- 
server who might have stepped into the classroom would not have been 
likely to notice much difference. The subject matter was related directly to 
everyday experiences outside of the classroom so that it would have meaning 
to the pupils. Then, as they followed the trend of thought from the familiar 
to the unfamiliar, questions were asked about things outside the realm of 
their knowledge, and incompatibilities in outlook were brought out. At first 
this only astonished the pupils for, when they could not find an immediate 
answer, they turned to the teacher and said, "What is the answer?" When 
they were not told but were challenged to find their own answers, their next 
question was, What shall we do now? 

But they were instantly alert and eager to meet the situation. Even the 
slower pupils, who were accustomed to sitting quietly with their minds on 
something else until the correct answer was given by better students, looked 
up in surprise at this turn of events. If the challenge or conflict had been 
planned ahead of time by the teacher and most of the first ones were ma- 
terial was made available in the classroom so that each child could find in- 
formation on the subject under discussion, at his own reading level. 19 

18 Reader, op. cit. f p. 7. 
* PP- 3^-33- 
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Earlier Miss Reader says, "Of course, in most instances the teacher 
knows what the answer will be, since she has seen the data tested 
many times before. But the children should be permitted, within 
suitable or reasonable limits, to find the answers for themselves. 
Thus they will learn not to accept just any theory that is advanced, 
but will insist that it be tested. And they will gain a feeling of con- 
fidence in their ability to find answers for themselves." 20 Miss Reader 
has this further to say, 

The incompatibilities in the pupils* outlooks which were brought out in the 
daily lessons led far from the textbooks, although such were still used for ref- 
erence work. They were, in fact, the best reference materials available and it 
was easy for the teacher and pupils alike to slip back into the habit of accept- 
ing statements in these books as correct and final, without challenge. But, by 
constant questioning, the habit was formed of checking to see whether the 
children had beliefs or opinions differing from those stated in the text, then 
checking other material for additional data. The children also learned to form 
hypotheses or, as they said, to guess at the answer, then defend such hy- 
potheses or guesses until proof was found that they were not tenable. Of 
course, at first the guesses were inaccurate and many times unreasonable. But, 
as the habit of testing these opinions grew, the youngsters found that, if in 
the first place they considered the problem from all the angles which they 
could see, their guesses were more nearly correct. 

Reflective thinking had to be used when the data on hand were under con- 
sideration. Memory alone could not help a pupil decide which of the hy- 
potheses he had formed was most in harmony with the data. Not only did 
the children face problems, they also gained insights into how to work out 
solutions for themselves. 21 

The 1951-1952 class had an enrollment of 34 pupils, an IQ range 
of from 75 to 131, and a median IQ of 102. The mean IQ was 98. The 
1952-1953 class was composed of 34 pupils with an IQ range of 
from 81 to 141 and a median of 106. The mean also was 106. 
Both years the achievement test used was Metropolitan Achieve- 
ment Test, Intermediate Battery, with Form S given in October each 
year and Form R given the following April. IQ's were taken from 
the permanent record cards of the students and were determined 
in the course of the regular testing program of the school. 

For the first year of the experiment (1951-1952), the October 



t pp. 13-14. 
21 Ibid., pp. 35-36. 
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achievement test showed the class to be a little below standard grade- 
placement 4.8 instead of 5.1. Both the median and the mean for 
the class were 4.8. 

When the second form of the test was given 7 months later, the 
mean grade-placement was 6.3 as compared with the standard at 
that time of 5.8, or 5 months above grade-standard. The median 
again corresponded to the mean. Thus, in the j-months period be- 
tween tests, the pupils had gained 15 months in grade-placement as 
compared with standard expectation of 7 months. Since, as ex- 
plained before, grade-placement on this test is computed on the basis 
of a 10-month year, this gain is a bit more than twice normal ex- 
pectancy. 

During this year the high-capacity group (IQ's above no) gained 
an average of 19 months during the 7 months between tests; the 
mid-capacity group (IQ's between 90 and no) made an average im- 
provement of 12 months in 7. 

It is evident that, even during her first year of reflective teaching, 
Miss Reader's class not only greatly exceeded normal expectation 
but also made gains which correlated highly with pupil capacities, 
the high group averaging 4 months more than the middle, and the 
middle averaging 3 months more than the low. Miss Reader had 
read of Mrs. Trefz' experiences. 

The 1952-1953 class was evidently an unusually capable one. In 
October when standard grade-placement was 5.1, this class made a 
mean grade-placement of 5.5 and a median of 5.8. The median grade- 
placement was 10 months, or one year, higher than the median grade- 
placement of the previous class. Only in arithmetic and spelling was 
this class below grade-placement during the second month of the ex- 
perimental year. 

When the second form of the test was given 7 months later, late in 
April, the class achieved a mean grade-placement of 7.6 and a me- 
dian of 7.9. At that time standard grade-placement was, of course, 
5.8. Thus, using either mean or median grade-placement in compar- 
ing October and April tests, this class made an average gain of 21 
months during the j-month period between tests. This is a gain of 
three times normal expectancy. In this case, the high-capacity group 
made an average gain of 23 months in 7, the mid-capacity group an 
average of 19 months in 7, and the low-capacity group an average of 
17 months improvement in 7. 
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Test results for achievement gains shown by pupils during the 
7-month period for the two years of the Reader experiment are sum- 
marized as follows: 

In 1951-1952 In 1952-7953 

Mean class gain 15 months 21 months 

Median class gain 15 months 21 months 

High-capacity group mean gain 19 months 23 months 

Middle-capacity group mean gain 15 months 19 months 

Low-capacity group mean gain 12 months 17 months 

The Metropolitan Achievement Test, Intermediate Battery f was used 
both years. Form S was given early in October and Form R late the 
following April. 

I cannot refrain from speaking further of what this second class 
did. In the first place, it might be thought that a class which started 
above grade-expectation would hardly be expected to make as much 
improvement with altered teaching as one which started below 
grade-expectation. This is a feeling rather commonly held even 
though careful thought shows it to be theoretically fallacious; with 
equal treatment a faster group should progressively widen a gap be- 
tween it and a slower group. This class, although beginning the ex- 
perimental year a full year in advance of the first class, outstripped 
the average gains of the first-year class by six months. Looking at it 
another way, the class, although starting approximately a half-year 
above grade-placement, made a gain during the seven months be- 
tween tests of joo percent normal expectancy. 

It should also be noted, and emphasized, that the mean grade- 
placement of 7.6 for this class in April was a very conservative rating 
since many of the individual grade-placements had to be below the 
scores actually made by the pupils. The reason for this is that the 
highest grade-placement given on the conversion scale for the test 
was 9.0, whereas test scores could be and were made which were 
higher than a grade-placement of 9.0. Of the 34 test scores made on 
the science part of the test, 17 could not be charted at their actual 
value because they had a grade-placement higher than 9.0. In addi- 
tion, there were 16 scores in geography, 13 in history, 10 in literature, 
8 in English, 2 in arithmetic-problems, 5 in vocabulary, and 10 in 
reading which ran off the top of the chart and had to be computed 
as only 9.0 when they actually were higher 81 in all. How much 
higher titan 7.6 the class mean would have been if the grade-place- 
ment chart had been calibrated above 9.0 is a matter for conjecture. 
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However, it should be noted that the final median of 7.9 was doubt- 
less closer to the true central tendency of the class than was the mean 
of 7.6 because, as statisticians understand, of the tendency of atypical 
scores at the extremes of the range to influence a median much less 
than they do a mean. 

Miss Reader terminates her report of test results with the follow- 
ing interesting item: 

The children in the class the first year of the experiment, 1951-1952, were 
given an achievement test at the beginning of the next school year, 1952-1953, 
when they were in the sixth grade with a different teacher. The Stanford 
Achievement Test, Intermediate Battery Complete, Form G, was both given 
and checked by the elementary supervisor. The subject-matter fields of this 
test were similar to those of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests which had 
been used for fifth-grade testing. However, both the tests and the conditions 
for the test were different from those of the previous year. 

The results of the Stanford Achievement Test showed that the median 
grade-placement for the class was 6.1. Since the class median grade-placement 
of the Metropolitan Achievement Test given the preceding April was 6.3, this 
was a difference of two months on different kinds of tests, one given before 
and one after the summer vacation. Compared with the median grade-place- 
ment at the beginning of the fifth-grade year, the children still had a median 
gain of thirteen months. And, compared to the average grade-placement of all 
the schools in the city, they were five months above the system average. 

This appears to indicate that J(nowledge gained by reflective teaching is not 
easily forgotten and is applicable to different %inds of tests. 22 

It would indeed be interesting, and profitable as well, to know 
what happens to youngsters after an experience of this kind when 
they return again to conventional teaching. Regarding this question 
we have no data, although Mrs. Trefz once reported to the writer 
that a teacher who had her pupils in a following grade spoke to her 
of the rather unusual interest and capacities of the pupils. Moreover, 
during the summer session of 1959, a fellow teacher of Mrs. Trefz 
volunteered to the present writer the comment that she had noticed 
unusual interest and capacity on the part of pupils who had pre- 
viously been taught by Mrs. Trefz. The real question is, of course, 
not what youngsters would do when returning to conventional 
teaching, but what might reasonably be expected from pupils who 
had had teaching of this kind during their entire public school and 
even college experience, 

22 Ibid., pp. 99-101. Italics added. 
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In completing our report on Miss Reader's experiment, I should 
let her speak for herself. Following is her entire chapter entitled, 
Summary and Conclusions. 

There are two steps in reflective teaching, problem-raising and problem- 
solving. The important object of the whole program is to challenge the chil- 
dren with an I-don't-know situation so they want to find the answer, then 
help them realize that they must consider all relevant data they can find be- 
fore they decide which answer is correct. The children are led to question 
and compare, instead of just memorize facts which the teacher or the text- 
book presents to them. 

It is not an easy way to teach as far as the expenditure of energy is con- 
cerned. It is far less work to make page-by-page assignments for the children 
to read and to accept without question. But the results of teaching reflectively 
are so much more satisfying that, because of this satisfaction, it might in the 
end be considered the easier method. To see children develop the ability to 
think through a problem, to see their interest and determination and their 
looks of satisfaction when they have met the challenge, is worth more to a 
teacher than the extra effort put forth in making and carrying out plans to 
give them the challenge. 

During the two years of this experiment, in a fifth-grade classroom, the 
results have been most satisfying. In the first place, during a seven-months pe- 
riod between tests, the median gain in achievement fifteen months the first 
year, or two times normal expectancy would be enough to merit continua- 
tion of this type of teaching. But even more important is the all-round de- 
velopment of the children. No grade cards are given in this school system, 
but parent-teacher conferences are held. Many parents voiced the opinion, I 
don't know just what you are doing, but my child really likes school this 
year. And he seems to be learning, doesn't he? Usually this question was 
asked because there is still a tendency on the part of the public to doubt 
whether children can learn quite as much when other than traditional meth- 
ods of teaching are used. When given a brief explanation of teaching methods 
in use and of consideration given to development of the whole child, then 
given actual proof of the gains their children were making, the parents were 
more than satisfied. 

As far as the children themselves were concerned, they improved in their 
ability to think clearly, and enjoyed the work. School no longer seemed to 
be an isolated portion of a day, for home experiences were used at school and 
school experiences were used at home. The children had come to realize that 
everyone has a right to his own opinions; that no answer should be scoffed at 
for it might prove, when tested, to be the correct one. They learned that 
there is a reason for doing most things as we do them, and that those reasons 
can be found if we shall but search for them. Some pupils accepted the chal- 
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lenge of reflective teaching better than others, but even those who did not al- 
ways respond gained in many ways. 

The question might be asked, Was drill or practice ever necessary on fun- 
damental combinations in arithmetic? Only after the pupils realized the 
need for practice was it introduced. They were never given drill just to learn 
a certain combination or process. But this type of teaching helped a child to 
realize his weakness. One child aptly remarked, I knew how to work that 
problem the same as the others did, but I just missed my multiplication. Boy, 
I'm sure going to learn that tonight There was no need for the teacher to 
require drill. 

The role of the teacher as a guide was a pleasant one. Sometimes the prob- 
lem became so large that the children became discouraged rather than chal- 
lenged. It was then that the teacher needed to help make the problem more 
simple by advancing theories which would lead toward solution and start 
the children thinking along profitable lines. She worked only as a group 
leader, so was never afraid of losing the respect of the children by admitting 
that she did not know. She was just another person and had a right to make 
a mistake once in a while. 

There were very few disciplinary problems in the room either year, and 
certainly no serious problems. Of course, the children were normally coopera- 
tive and, had traditional methods been used, there would probably not 
have been many problems. However, in several cases it is quite certain that 
the challenges given the pupils changed their attitudes toward school and per- 
haps also effected better adjustment in their social life in school. 

The interest, sparkle, and enthusiasm which could be seen on the faces of 
the children as they started each school day and attacked new problems; the 
acceptance of each child as an important member of the group; the growing 
confidence in ability to meet new situations successfully both in school and 
out of school; the improved ability to make right guesses after considering a 
problem; and the actual gain in achievement in subject-matter fields; all com- 
bine to provide evidence that the reflective method of teaching is far superior 
to traditional methods. Moreover, it would seem to be the way to achieve de- 
mocracy in the school room. 28 

GENERAL COMMENT 

In this survey six experiments in reflective teaching are reported 
All o the experiments were conducted in connection with master's 
theses at the University of Kansas under the advisorship of the pres- 
ent writer. The first four dealt with social-studies classes in high 
school, grades n and 12, the fifth with sixth-grade classes, and die 
sixth with classes in fifth grade. 

23 ibid., pp. 102-105. 
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The major question raised in each case was how well pupils do in 
school work when taught reflectively as compared with achievement 
in classes taught conventionally. Reflective teaching is described and 
illustrated as that which starts with a problem an "I-don't-know" 
situation or one in which the class members are faced with a ques- 
tion which they cannot answer, yet would like to answer. Hence, 
problem-raising is the first step. 

Problem-solving then involves, first, formulation of possible solu- 
tions by the students; second, logical deductions as to what practical 
consequences the various proposed solutions imply; and third, test- 
ing the various proposals by determining which, if any, is success- 
ful in deducing correctly (i) data which already are known and 
(2) data which are not already known but have to be discovered by 
search, or produced by experimentation. Thus, reflective study be- 
gins with a question and, after study, ends with an answer to the 
question. Facts are gathered in profusion but not for the purpose of 
memorization and later recall; they are to be used only in solving 
problems. Whether they are remembered is a matter of no immediate 
concern for a teacher whose major concern is promoting reflective 
ability. In none of the foregoing experiments did the teacher concern 
himself or the class with the recall of factual information. Few, if 
any, fact-recall examinations were given during the experimental 
teaching. 

An experimental question of each and all investigators was, how- 
ever, "How well do the members of classes taught in this manner 
compare with those taught conventionally with regard to what is 
covered in conventional, standardized examinations?" Analysis of 
such examinations shows that they test predominantly for fact recall, 
together with some testing for understanding of principles. The re- 
sults of the formal tests reported in this chapter answer, for the 
most, these questions only. In other words, they tell whether the 
members of classes taught reflectively recall facts and retain the abil- 
ity to use ideas or principles as well as, better than, or not as well as 
members of classes taught conventionally. 

As far as these six experimental studies supply an answer to this 
question, the answer is unqualifiedly that students taught reflectively 
do better a great deal better than students who are taught conven- 
tionally, even when, as is doubtless shown in all cases wherein the 
Emporia Scholarship Examinations were used, conventionally taught 
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students are given considerable coaching directly focused upon the 
examinations. 

Statistical devices to show the significances of obtained differences 
have been quite unnecessary in these reports because the sizes of 
the differences have been so large as to make their significance ob- 
vious. 

A second point, evidenced mostly by informal yet careful observa- 
tions, was that objectives particularly sought in reflective teaching 
gave reasonably dependable evidence that considerable progress had 
been made; that students actually made distinct and more than nor- 
mal progress in achieving the kind of self-reliance in the face of diffi- 
culties which reflective teaching would be expected to engender. If 
it is suggested that these measures were "purely subjective," we 
would ask a reader to examine the basis for each such conclusion, 
noting the actual observations that were made and the care which 
the observer used in stating what conclusions he reached in light of 
the observations which he made. 

A third major point to be noted is the one, indicated by the Trefz 
and Reader studies (particularly the Trefz study), that even an ex- 
ferienced teacher does not do as well during the first year of reflec- 
tive teaching as, with reasonable effort, she or he can expect to do in 
subsequent years. Mrs. Trefz' classes showed steady achievement- 
gain over a period of six years and Miss Reader's second class made 
considerably more gain during the experimental period than the first 
one, even though the second class came to her one full year in grade- 
placement higher than the first class. It is reasonable, therefore, to 
expect that the first four teachers reported herein would also have 
been able to show greater gains by their classes after they had been 
teaching reflectively for two or three years. 

A fourth point to be noted, although not emphasized previously in 
this chapter or the reports on which it is based, is that many bene- 
fits of reflective teaching may be achieved within the jramewor\ of 
courses and of school organization already in existence. No individ- 
ual teacher has to upset a given school or its curriculum in any way, 
yet he can greatly improve his own teaching. Doubtless it would 
help to have other teachers doing the same because of the enhanced 
effectiveness of cooperative endeavor. But it should be remembered 
that in each of the foregoing investigations a single teacher was 
working within the conventional framework of subject-matter and 
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school organization and was working by himself. This fact might 
be remembered when one reads of the results obtained through 
many of the curricular innovations which have of late become popu- 
lar in certain quarters and have been widely heralded as moderniza- 
tion of the curriculum. 

Finally, as to whether a teacher can stay in a community after con- 
ducting classes in such way as to promote reflective thinking on prob- 
lems which are challenging to their class members problems which 
frequently represent matters distinctly controversial in the commu- 
nitythe answer with reference to Mrs. Trefz and Miss Reader is 
that one is still teaching (as this is written) where she was during 
the years reported herein and the other has long since moved volun- 
tarily to a much better position, where she has been considered an 
outstanding teacher from the very beginning. As to the other four, 
the writer knows of all four. During the experimental year they 
experienced no difficulty in the communities where they taught, and 
later moved by their own choice to better positions. And it is to be 
expected that genuinely reflective, democratic teaching tends not to 
stir up a community even though controversial matters are consid- 
ered because all conclusions and convictions reached by class mem- 
bers are those which the studies indicate are necessary; not those 
which a teacher brings to a class and proceeds to indoctrinate, 
whether in light of evidence which is favorable or unfavorable. I 
once had one of my students a social-studies teacher, also superin- 
tendent, in a very small town in rural western Kansas say to me, 
"Teaching reflectively, I don't need to have the slightest hesitation 
in having students out here study anything that they ought to study; 
even labor unions." The point is that, in this nation, teachers who 
understand how to teach democratically and do so in a competent 
way are likely to have less trouble with a community than other 
teachers and will probably be able to stay in their jobs as long as they 
wish to do so. 

This is not to say, however, that reflective teaching or any other 
kind, for that matter will of itself be guarantee for holding a job. 
Ill-considered and thoughtless actions, exaggerated claims or much 
discussion of what one is doing or attempting to do, exhibitionism or 
rambunctiousness, unnecessary interference with the rest o the 
school, failure to maintain "discipline," going out of one's way to be 
argumentative, boasting about better than ordinary results, and other 
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breaches of what is ordinarily thought of as good taste may well pro- 
mote situations which quickly become intolerable. But to go one's 
way, quietly and ably and in keeping with democratic procedure, 
will go far toward enabling one to choose for himself whether and 
when he will go to another position. 



CHAPTER 2 



How We Behave 



SINCE educational theory should seemingly focus 
upon the processes of teaching and of learning, and since learning is 
an aspect of behavior in general, it would seem advisable to proceed 
at once to the question of how we behave. Human behavior is, of 
course, one of those matters which we all know about, yet what is 
supposedly known by everyone very frequently has a way of being 
not very well known by anyone. It may well be that this is true of 
human behavior; true enough, at least, that we may be justified in 
making explicit what we think we know about it. After dealing with 
behavior as a whole, we can then turn to the question of learning. 

What assumptions ought to be made about human behavior? In 
other words, what interpretation should be adopted? This depends, 
of course, on what we are wanting help in doingand that is to get 
people educated. We want to handle learning situations in ways 
which will render them highly fruitful, and to do this requires 
knowledge of the probable outcomes of adopted procedures. This 
means having a pretty good idea ahead of time of "what will happen 
if . . ."; in other words, anticipatory accuracy, the test to be applied 
to any directive if we wish to determine whether it be a true one. 

How must we view or interpret human behavior if we are to be 
as accurate as possible, at a given time and place, in predicting what 
course it will follow? You will note that we do not ask for absolute 
accuracy; we do not consider that possible, either now or in the fore- 
seeable future. We ask only for a principle which will enable us to 
win most frequently or consistently when placing bets against those 
who base their predictions on other, alternative principles. 

In order to derive such a principle, we should perhaps first con- 
sider what factors it would require us to take into account. When 
this question is raised in class, I ordinarily try to bring it thoroughly 

34 



How We Behave 35 

down to earth by singling out a class member toward the front of 
the room someone, of course, who can "take it" and supposing 
that we are laying a bet as to what he will do at the time which nor- 
mally marks the close of the period. The question is not what the 
prediction actually will be, but what factors must be taken into ac- 
count in reaching the prediction. This makes it kind of a game and 
promotes enthusiastic participation by most of those present, but it 
also has a quality of immediacy which promotes active and aggres- 
sive thought. 

At first, only stilted "pedagoguese" results; for instance, that we 
must know his "normal personality." This is counteracted by stipu- 
lating the use of words having no more than four syllables, prefera- 
bly not more than three. A variety of proposals is forthcoming, 
among the first being what he wants to do. This is so obvious that 
it is never questioned, except for qualification of the word "wants," 
to divest it of mere whimsicality or passing fancy. Usually, the ex- 
pression, "what he wants or intends to do," is satisfactory. 

"His environment" is a second proposal which comes early, but 
the word has four syllables and is so diffuse and almost limitless in 
scope that it is changed to "what does or will confront him" or "what 
he will run into." Discussion quickly brings out the point that many 
factors which are "inside of one's skin" are really part of what con- 
fronts one, such as a broken leg when stairs must be negotiated, a 
heart which has to be humored, or a splitting headache when a heavy 
date is impending. This tends to raise the question of what is self 
and what is nonself but, unless there is ample time for side issues, 
that has to be pushed aside. 

This, after screening out duplications and nonessentials, tends for 
the moment to leave us with two factors: (i) what one wants or in- 
tends to do, and (2) what one will run into. By this time, if not be- 
fore, a third factor will enter the discussion: what our class member 
is in the habit of doing. Ordinarily, I let this proposal stand for the 
time being, hoping for an additional proposal which sometimes 
comes but more often (without some previous tip-off) does not. This 
proposal is, how he sees what does or will confront him. 

Somehow, until after we think it over, we are not usually im- 
pressed with the significance of this factor in determining how we 
behave. After looking at it a bit, however, we can hardly fail to be- 
come convinced that it is highly important. Newly arrived in a 
strange hotel and taken to my room by elevator, I may wish right 
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away to meet a friend who I know has a room on the floor below. 
The elevator is some distance away and it is quite busy at the mo- 
ment, and just around a nearby corner but unbeknown to me is a 
stairway down. Will I take elevator or stairway? Under the circum- 
stances, I am practically sure to take the elevator, whereas, if I knew 
about the stairway, I would be just about as sure to take it. Not only 
must a possibility exist; it must also be seen or sensed as a possibility, 
before we take advantage of it. How can we possibly take advantage 
of a short cut if we do not know of its existence ? Of course, by chance 
we might blunder or fall into it, but usually such chances are very 
small and our present context has to do with designed or intentional 
behavior, anyway; not with blind or stumbling chance. 

Thus, a third factor forces itself into our deliberations. If we are 
to predict behavior successfully, we must take into account not only 
what a person .wants or intends to do and what he will run into, but 
also how he will sense or see the confronting situation in terms of 
what he is wanting or intending. These three factors seem to be nec- 
essary. Are there any others? 

We now come to the effect or significance of what one is in the 
habit of doing. This is a matter considerably more complex or in- 
volved than the foregoing ones; at least, not so immediately obvious. 
It may even imply a commitment as to why we do what we do. It 
may mean that we tend to do later what we have done before, for the 
reason that each time we perform an act we wear deeper the neural 
path which controls the act and so make it more likely to occur 
again. Thus, we act in a given way later on habit levtl because 
we have acted that way before. A path has been worn a path of 
lowered synaptic resistance through the nervous system, and we 
"follow the path of least resistance." 

It should be noted that this is the conventional or traditional view 
regarding the kind of human behavior which is spoken of as habit. 
It deals with the actions we take when we really are not paying at- 
tention to what we are doing; when we are not "thinking." It is a 
view which, whether under the aegis of idealism or realism, has pre- 
vailed for thousands of years and, for many of us, is so completely 
taken for granted that it is not even thought of as a theory. Most text- 
books in psychology and physiology even today ostensibly take it for 
granted, not even suggesting that there might be another way of 
looking at the matter. Our language usage itself implies the view, 
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The American College Dictionary (the first one I happened to pick 
up) having, "i. a disposition or tendency, constantly shown, to act 
in a certain way. 2. such a disposition acquired by frequent repetition 
of an act." Thus, repetition is given causal status as well as being 
used descriptively. 

Twentieth century connectionism and behaviorism both enthrone 
the repetitional theory of habit-level behavior and furnish a fully 
worked out mechanism the S-R bond or reflex-arc theory to ac- 
count for it. "We learn to do by doing," an expression wrongfully 
imputed to John Dewey, might well have been the theme song had 
we had radio and television in 1900. Even William James accepted 
the theory without question. 1 

But let us give habit-level behavior a really close look. Have you 
ever in your whole life seen anyone perform a given line of action 
exactly the same way twice? Or do you have any knowledge of any- 
one who has ? You had better be very careful of your answer, for 
much hangs upon it. "Life is forever new" and "You never step in 
the same river twice" are expressions of the ages, representing ex- 
plicit denial of the very heartbeat of the repetitional theory of habit. 
From time immemorial mankind, including professional psycholo- 
gists, has both averred and denied this theory averred it as theory 
yet denied it in basic fact without clear realization of so doing. 

Take as simple an action as tossing up a coin or other small object 
and catching it as it falls. Is the sequence of acts ever twice the same? 
If you have to be convinced, take a movie of the action in slow mo- 
tion, several catches one after another. Actually, if arm and hand 
should follow every time an exactly set path without deviation, the 
object probably never would be caught (unless an expansive catching 
device were employed), due to variations in the flight of the object 
after leaving the hand. Keen, open eyes must follow the flight, relay- 
ing information as to its progress, so that fine and precise adjust- 
ments of position and motion of hand may continue until even after 
the catch is made. Note how different will be your actions if eyes are 
closed as the toss is made and kept shut until after the attempted 
catch. Moreover, think how the whole body enters into the act--eyes, 
head, neck, both arms, torso, and certainly legs and feet. 

To believe that the essence of habit-level performance is repetition 

1 William James, TalJ(s to Teachers and Students, New York: Henry Holt and 
Company, 1900, chaps. 6, 8 9. 
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would seem to be about as absurd as one can imagine. To repeat is 
what we should avoid doing, i it were even possible. For, in learn- 
ing as in performing, wrong acts must be eliminated and right ones 
adopted; hence keen sensitivities and split-second adjustments must 
be continuously and cooperatively at work. 

How then did we ever get the idea that repetition both character- 
izes and causes habit? Probably because we never stopped to think 
that a later performance could be much like an earlier one, not be- 
cause of the earlier one but for the same reason that the earlier one 
was as it was. This is not hairsplitting a distinction without a dif- 
ference. This is a distinction which makes "a whale of a difference." 
Let us examine it closely. 

Suppose we return to the three factors previously accepted, albeit 
tentatively, as necessary to accurate prediction of behavior. The first, 
what one intends or wants to do, may be spoken of as goal or pur- 
pose, and it must be recognized as patterned or configurational. The 
second factor, what one will run into, may be spoken of as the con- 
fronting situation, and it too must be recognized as patterned or con- 
figurational. The third factor, how one senses or sees the confront- 
ing situation in terms of purpose or goal, may be spoken of as insight, 
and it also must be recognized as patterned or configurational. 

Is this all we need? Not at all; we have also to know how these 
factors are to be related one to another. We need a predictive princi- 
ple. Given a certain pattern of goal, situation, and insight, how will 
a person act? We can hypothesize that he will act in such a way as to 
achieve what he is after (goal) in the quickest and easiest way that 
he senses or comprehends (insight) under the circumstances (con- 
fronting situation). This we may speak of as the principle of least 
action, following the lead of Raymond Holder Wheeler who called 
it the Law of Least Action. 2 You will note that we present this as a 
hypothesis; that is our reason for calling it a principle instead of a 
law. We do not take it in any sense as a final pronouncement. We 
only propose it as an instrument which may be found highly useful 
in the perennial pursuit of outguessing other people and possibly 
outguessing life itself. In fact, we are not going to occupy the reader's 
time, or space in this book, with a recital of evidence already gath- 
ered which we feel gives the hypothesis' sufficient support to merit 
high confidence in its use. What supportive evidence we cite will be 

2 Raymond Holder Wheeler, The Science of Psychology (and ed.), New York: 
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1940, pp. 38-40, passim. 
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only for the purpose of clarification; of helping a reader to develop a 
working idea of what the whole proposal means. 

Our hypothesis, then, is that, in order to predict or anticipate be- 
havior with accuracy, we need to bring to bear an adequate fund of 
pertinent knowledge regarding the three factors goal, confronting 
situation, and insight and then apply the principle of least action. 
This means that later behavior will be like earlier only if and when, 
and in the degree to which, the three influencing factors are the 
same. This makes clear how one can perform on habit level, yet do 
something never done before, and indicates what Wheeler meant 
when he said that any purported explanation of human behavior 
which fails to account fully for correct and effectual action the first 
time is no explanation at all. We indeed have good reason for want- 
ing to know how a person is "in the habit" of acting; how he has 
acted before. But the function of such knowledge is to give informa- 
tion or cues as to one or more of the three factors, particularly per- 
haps as to his goals or his insights; not to indicate what the predic- 
tion should be. Attention needs to be focused on getting a present 
job done; not on how past ones have been done. Altered goal means 
altered action, as does altered situation or altered insight; else, a job 
does not get done. If later behavior is much like earlier, it is for the 
same reason that the earlier was as it was; not because of the earlier 
behavior. 

Many terms now crowd in, demanding discussion. Perhaps most 
demanding are least action and insight. Let us take least action first. 
To choose a satisfactory name for this principle is not easy. Wheeler 
uses least action; another writer uses least effort. .Neither may be en- 
tirely satisfactory. Wheeler states the law as follows: "When action is 
defined as units of energy multiplied by units of time, movement oc- 
curs from one position to the other, over the shortest possible path.** 3 
The other writer also chooses that which is "least possible," making 
it least possible effort, which is perhaps essentially die same as Whee- 
ler's "units of energy multiplied by units of time." To both of these 
we have applied the corrective of what is "sensed or seen as" possible. 
For no one will design behavior on the basis of anything of which he 
is not aware. This would seem obvious, is amply supported by ex- 
perience and experiment, and should be specifically written into the 
theory. Our expression, "the quickest and easiest way," is adopted 
because we feel it to be more easily and more widely understandable 

3 Ibid., p. 40. 
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and usable than other expressions. It can be rendered mathematical 
if necessary, but most users seem to prefer a nonmathematical form. 

But what about this "least" business? Are we really, you may ask, 
as lazy as this? However, do we have to call it lazy? Might it not be 
just good sense, or discernment? If you or I take what we afterwards 
realize is a long way round to get something done, are we not ordi- 
narily a bit embarrassed, if not chagrined, about it? And why did we 
take the long way, if we did not at the time fail to realize that there 
was a shorter one? Of course, we are not unmindful of the saying, 
"The longest way round is the sweetest way home." But this is some- 
thing else entirely; our goal is not to get home. Is not the saying 
perhaps a recognition of the principle of least action, rather than a 
denial? Customarily, if you or I see a person taking a long way or a 
hard way to get something done, do we not suspect either his mo- 
tives or his judgment? Motives represent goal; judgment represents 
insight. 

And what of insight? This should be a highly serviceable term, yet 
by many psychologists it is meticulously avoided for the expressed 
reason that it means so many different things. The writer is aware 
of this difficulty, but believes it to be not insurmountable. Moreover, 
the word enjoys common usage, much of it essentially along the 
precise line which fits our purposes. Let us give it a precise meaning 
and then use it that way and that only. 

Insight is here defined as a sense of, or feeling for, pattern. It is not 
what impinges upon our sense organs light rays, sound waves, 
tactile imprintings, etc. but what we ma\e of them; not what they 
are, but what we take them to be. We get the "feel" of the way our 
automobile is running; we "catch the point" of a joke (if we do) ; 
we "get the sense" of an explanation; we first want to "get the heft'* 
of a heavy-looking object which is to be carried; we "see" how a 
principle applies to a given case; we "catch on"; we "get the mean- 
ing" of a word; we comprehend or understand a proposition; we 
"get the run" of a matter; we "get the idea"; and so it goes. We have 
a great variety of ways to express the conviction, "I have an insight."" 

It should at once be noted that an insight may be false or it may be 
true; it may be shallow, superficial, trivial, or it may be deep, pene- 
trating, significant; it may be vague or it may be sharp; it may be par- 
ticularized or it may be generalized; it may be good or it may be bad; 
it may refer to an intellectualized principle or it may be something 
largely motor or muscular; it may be expressed in words or it may 
not. Whatever form an insight takes, it is what we make of what 
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comes to us, and it is on this that we design whatever behavior per- 
tains thereto. 

As the term is employed here, insight is never to be equated with 
any verbal expression which may be used in an attempt at communi- 
cation. It is that which words are marshaled and used to express, but 
which cannot be transferred from one person to another in any way 
analogous to transfer of a baseball from pitcher to catcher. The only 
way to convey an insight is to handle or deal with a person in such 
way as to get him to formulate or work out a sense of, or feeling for, 
the pattern which we ourselves have in mind. Each person has to 
create his own insights; no one else can do it for him. And mere 
capacity to repeat the right words is no guarantee whatever, in and 
of itself, of possession of an insight. This is something which the 
makers and users of classroom tests or examinations should cer- 
tainly appreciate more thoroughly than they seemingly have done 
or now do (see Chapter 14). 

In using the expression, "a feeling for pattern," the writer is not 
using the word "feeling" as we do when we speak of a feeling of 
satisfaction or of dissatisfaction with something. The latter is emo- 
tional, and seemingly a dependable accompaniment of every evalua- 
tive insight. This matter will be discussed rather carefully in Chap- 
ter 8, so it will not be dwelt upon here. In order to differentiate, we 
may call the latter an emotional response a feeling tone. Thus, we 
may say without ambiguity that a sense of, or feeling for, pattern 
an insight which is at all evaluational is bound to be accompanied 
by a feeling tone of satisfaction or dissatisfaction, approval or disap- 
proval, respect or disrespect, like or dislike, or of neutrality; depend- 
ing on whether what is under consideration appears to be favorable, 
unfavorable, or neutral to whatever aspect of our value-system is 
under scrutiny. 

Insights have to do with what psychologists call the cognitive; 
that which is intellectual or mental. Feeling tones or emotional re- 
sponses are designated by them as the affective; they are what is often 
called "visceral," what seems to be mainly under glandular and 
autonomic control. Speaking colloquially but perhaps quite under- 
standably, it may be said that insights, or the cognitive, have to do 
with our heads, and feeling tones, or the affective, with our hearts. 
We shall return to this matter after we have dealt with learning. In 
Chapter 8 it is pointed out that the way to a man's heart is not 
through his stomach, but through his head. 

A page or so back, it was noted that an insight may be an intellec- 
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tualized principle or it may be something largely motor or muscular. 
For the latter, the term Anesthetic insight has occasionally been used. 
However, following my mentor, the astute philosopher and psychol- 
ogist, the late Dr. Boyd H. Bode, I am not satisfied with making 
such a distinction. For it tends to cause us to "give our heads a rest" 
when we are dealing with what used to be called matters "neuro- 
muscular" as contrasted with matters "ideational." And I have found 
that, in the interests of high-quality achievement, it is just as disas- 
trous to "leave our heads at home" when trap-shooting or playing 
billiards as when dealing with matters akin to the theory of special 
relativity. In any case, one needs to "get the run of the thing," and 
that calls for keen and attentive wits. Abstracting some particular 
aspect of a total situation or configuration and dealing with it in ab- 
stracted form is always an insightful process, whether mental or 
manual; as important for basketball as for biology. 

To "get the feel" of how a baseball must leave the hand in order 
to throw a curve requires the same approach as to get the feel of 
where a prospective Pluto must be in order to account for an "im- 
proper" deviation in the observed path of Uranus. The details of the 
two are greatly different as well perhaps as their relative difficulties, 
but to treat one as nonintellectual and the other as intellectual is 
probably highly unwise. At any rate, the meaning of the present pro- 
posal or theory seems logically to imply a similarity between the two, 
and demonstration of the wisdom or unwisdom of its employment 
may well constitute a significant facet of the evidence to support ac- 
ceptance or rejection of this proposal in its entirety. 

In the foregoing pages, it has been repeatedly noted that insight is 
what we make of what comes to us, not what it "really is." This 
point also will be further developed in later chapters (Chapters 4, 
5, 6). It also raises the question of Dewey's principle of interaction 
or transaction (use whichever one you wish) which will repeatedly 
appear as we proceed. If we are to avoid philosophical solipsism as 
well as to possess insights which are truthful in the sense of being 
accurately predictive, our insights have to represent "working agree- 
ments" between ourselves and the situations which confront us, or 
our environment. We have to deal with a world as it is, whether we 
like it that way or not; to deal successfully with that world we have 
to keep asking, "Are my insights satisfactory to you?" 

But the world itself does not seem to be entirely adamant on this 
score. It also seems disposed to cooperate if we ourselves shall do so. 
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There are hosts of confronting situations which are highly flexible 
in terms of what (insights) may be made of them. For example, a 
rabbit or quail may be in full view of a hunter yet, as long as it re- 
mains motionless, not be seen by him at all. Of course, the hunter 
may not consider this cooperation but evidently the hunted does. 
Or, a drawing of a landscape may be artfully contrived so that, as 
one looks at it, previously unseen faces successively "jump out" at 
one and, whereas at first none was evident, afterwards one can 
hardly see the landscape because of the faces. As you well know, 
"motion pictures" are not in motion at all; but they certainly look 
that way and, in this case, the viewee is pretty uncooperative at let- 
ting the viewer see it as a series of stills. Kelley's Education for What 
Is Real has been a popular source of information on experiments 
which demonstrate this interactive quality of human vision. 

The point of all this is that, if we are to predict behavior accurately, 
we have to recognize insights as the outcome of an interactive or 
transactive process, but have also to recognize that a person will de- 
sign his behavior on what he ta\es the confronting situation to be. 
If we then can accurately anticipate whether and when a developing 
situation will require a change in the "take" (the insight) , the accu- 
racy of our prediction will be heightened. So the answer to the orig- 
inal and central question of this chapter is that we seemingly must 
interpret human nature as purposive or goal-seeking, as insight- 
directed, but as taking place in an environment which may or may 
not be circumvented but which, in any case, has to be dealt with on 
pretty much its own terms (see Chapter 6) . And, to repeat the prin- 
ciple, it is assumed that a human individual will always design his 
behavior so as to achieve what he is after (or satisfy his wants) in 
the quickest and easiest way that he senses or sees as possible under 
the circumstances. Because goal and insight play so important a 
part in this theory as well as significantly distinguish it from its 
most active competitor, the bond or reflex-arc theory, the writer 
feels justified in giving it the name goal-insight theory. 
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Learning and Transfer 



LEARNING 

IF we assume the goal-insight theory of behavior as it 
has been developed in the preceding chapter, what view should we 
then adopt as to the nature of learning? To define learning as a 
change in behavior (as is frequently done) would seem to be about 
like saying that Shakespeare and Hamlet are the same thing. A 
change in behavior may indeed come after something has been 
learned, but the behavior change is the result; it is not the learning 
itself. 

If, as we have concluded, behavior is dependent upon three differ- 
ent factors, then a change in any one of the three will bring about a 
change in behavior. And is this not obviously the case? My ordinary 
time for getting out of bed may be 7:00 A.M. There comes a morning, 
however, when I want to be in the blind, ready to hunt ducks, at 
opening time of one hah: hour before sunrise. My altered getting-up 
time has not come from anything learned; this morning I simply 
have a different goal. My change of goal may, of course, have come 
from learning that ducks are flying or that classes have been canceled 
for the day. But, regardless of the reason for the change in goal, it is 
the change in goal which is immediately responsible for my change 
in behavior. 

Again, my customary way of driving to work is up Fourteenth 
Street, which is a steep grade. On a morning after a heavy snow, I 
take a different route: a change in behavior. True, I have to know 
that the street is too slippery to negotiate. But the immediate cause of 
my change in behavior is die change in the confronting situation- 
the altered street surface. And by no stretch of imagination or logic 
is one likely to say that learning is to be thought of or defined as a 
change in confronting situation. 

45 
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Hence, by the method of indirect proof, we reach the proposition 
that, if learning is influential in changing behavior at all (and it 
surely is admissible that it is), it is so by way of a change in insight. 
And this seems tantamount to saying that learning is to be defined 
as a change in insight; a process of developing insight; building new 
insights or modifying old ones. 

Although we speak above of "proof," it does not seem necessary 
to claim the foregoing as constituting grounds sufficient for adoption 
of the insight definition of learning. It may be well, however, to rec- 
ognize that adoption of the goal-insight theory of behavior does 
carry with it the logical consequence of commitment to the defini- 
tion of learning as development of insight. For, if behavior is affected 
by three and only three factors, of which one is insight, and if be- 
havior changes induced by changes in the other two factors are not 
recognized as the result of learning, then it follows that learning has 
to be taken as a change in the third factor insight. 

Since it is generally recognized that experimental or experiential 
justification is the real "court of last resort" on whatever matters can 
possibly be referred to it, we should doubtless use it if possible in 
seeking justification for our definition. The question then becomes 
whether the insight definition will lead to better prediction and con- 
sequent control of learning situations than will competing defini- 
tions. When we come, however, to a canvass of the experimental and 
experiential evidence available, we find it so voluminous that com- 
prehensive summarization is out of the question. An entire volume 
could be devoted to that matter alone. Our purpose in this book can 
reasonably be served by calling to mind a few typical and significant 
studies. 

The pioneering study by Max Wertheimer, father o German Ge- 
stalt theory, of the two alternating light flashes seems to be as good a 
starting point as any. When the alternations were slow, they were 
* e seen" as such; first one, then the other. But with gradual increase 
in the alternation rate, a frequency was reached above which the 
flashes could no longer be seen as separate and distinct from one an- 
other, but only as a single light moving rapidly back and forth be- 
tween the two locations. This principle, of course, has for decades 
been utilized to produce motion pictures; a series of similar but 
slightly different stills thrown upon a screen in a succession so rapid 
that the human eye can only see them as connected, flowing move- 
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ment. I the speed of projection is retarded sufficiently, the succession 
of disconnected stills becomes evident. 

What this coterie of experiments and experiences seems to show is 
mainly the unitariness of insight. It is essentially an all-or-none mat- 
ter; you either have it, or you don't. This is why the expression, 
"flash of insight," seems so descriptive. James spoke of "flyings and 
perchings" one perches on one insight, then suddenly flies to the 
next. As early as 1897, Stratton reported experimenting with the 
wearing of spectacles equipped with combination lenses which first 
caused objects to appear upside down. After two or three days there 
were occasional periods during which things turned right side up, 
but with reversals frequent and easily produced. By the eighth day, 
however, stability had been achieved and the world dependably 
"looked" as it ought to look right side up. 

When I was a youngster, there was for a while a vogue of draw- 
ings which depicted hidden faces. A roadside, or some other scene, 
would be portrayed with trees, bushes, clouds, dust swirls, etc.; a 
placid, unthreatening, pictorial pastorale. Then, of a sudden, out of 
a bush would appear a face, then one in a cloud, then several out of 
the foliage of trees, and so it would go. Afterwards, one could hardly 
see the landscape because of the plethora of faces. Finally, Earl Kelley 
tumbled to all of this after spending ten weeks with the Ames dem- 
onstrations at the Hanover Eye Institute and reported it in his little 
book, Education for What Is Real, which became popular overnight. 

These experiments all bear out Dewey's fundamental principle of 
perceptual interaction (or transaction) as I find it, the one basic 
theoretical innovation of Dewey for philosophy as well as psychology 
-that it is what I take the world to he that serges, as the foundation 
upon whichJ fashion my design for living- I may be pushed and 
pulled about by forces^mansLoLFh^h I arn^ unaware mv "world 
ofeffect." But always certain of the building materials which I use 
for formulating plans or designs are what I take the world to be 
my "world of insight." This is a long cry from solipsism; it is not at 
all a case of asserting or assuming that the world is made by my 
thought processes. But my thought processes are taken to be exactly 
that; and it certainly does not take a sage to comprehend that I could 
not possibly (except by remote chance) base any plan or design of 
my own on something of which I was not cognizant. 

If, therefore, learning can truthfully be construed as a process of 
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developing insight, we must, for one thing, expect to find it exhibit- 
ing this above-noted all-or-none quality; this "flash" characteristic. 
Deductively, we are led to expect that one can long be mulling over 
a mystifying matter, seemingly getting nowhere. Each lead we get 
runs afoul of data already possessed or newly disclosed. Things just 
are not "adding up." Then suddenly the key factor emerges, the 
whole "picture" undergoes reorganization, and the matter "jells." 
This is all very mysterious, of course. What happens inside of our 
nervous systems to effect such a miracle is largely beyond the scope 
of human knowledge. We do not assume it to be a part of that sup- 
posedly far-off realm of the finitely unknowable. We are optimistic; 
we feel that we are making progress and shall continue to do so; we 
even have a notion that some day we shall achieve a major break- 
through. But this is only one of the myriad mysteries of life; birth, 
death, conception, chemical change, energy transformation, inertia, 
electromagnetic induction, atomic fission, hereditary stability, racial 
evolution, why "my heart leaps up when I behold a rainbow in the 
sky." 

What is important for educational theory is not acquaintance with 
the whole physical-chemical-physiological structure which accounts 
for an act of intellectual creation. A seventh-grade teacher probably 
would not be helped much if he knew all about it; little more per- 
haps than if he knew exactly the parts of the body which are affected 
by the workings of the fifth cranial nerve. What // important is how 
to work with Mary in order to get her to see how to locate a decimal 
point accurately at the culmination of an arithmetical maneuver. We 
need to f^now what we can -possibly do to help a new insight form, 
as well as what to do afterwards to test its validity. 

Is there evidence that sudden "jelling" is a rather vital characteris- 
tic of learning processes and should therefore be looked for and en- 
couraged? There is really so much that we might better turn the 
question around and ask whether it ever occurs any other way. Koff- 
ka's The Growth of the Mind and Koehler's Gestalt Psychology and 
The Mentality of Apes are replete with examples. Read the account 
of Sultan when it dawned upon him that he could telescope one 
stick a bit into the open end of another and make of them a single 
stick long enough to reach the desired banana. 

Even Thorndike's cat in the puzzle box probably did not act as 
Thorndike indicated. Seemingly, Thorndike's eyes were on his stop 
watch rather than on the cat, Adams' later report on a similar experi- 
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ment, wherein the investigator actually did watch the cat, pretty well 
substantiated the rather astounding observation that indeed the cat 
did act very much like a cat; certainly not like the disorganized, 
random scatterbrain which Thorndike reported. And motion pic- 
tures of cats undergoing learning situations which are adapted to 
their levels of potential insight certainly show them to be amazingly 
humanlike in what appears to be the sudden jelling of an insight and 
the fluent, competent, and effectual behavior which ensues; behavior 
on the habit level. 

Thus, we see that habit-level behavior is not at all the routine, 
repetitional, humdrum process which has for millennia been im- 
puted to it. It is indeed a highly creative process. The only difference 
between habit-level behavior and that which we call reflective is that 
in the former the insights arise immediately, along with the situa- 
tions to which they are referent, whereas in the latter the insights are 
not immediately forthcoming but require a period of time in which 
to form. As H. Gordon Hullfish was wont to observe more than a 
quarter-century ago, "When a situation and its meaning occur simul- 
taneously in experience, we behave competently and on habit level." 
It is this interpretational pattern which Bode called the "flexible- 
habit theory," as contrasted with the "fixed-habit theory" of psycho- 
logical conditioning. 

Does learning ever occur in a way which would cause one to think 
of it as a gradual process rather than a sudden one? Yes, it does. In 
the first place, one may have to throw a dart at a target a good many 
times before getting the "feel" which is requisite to accuracy in mak- 
ing hits. But this is not the gradualistic, path-wearing process which 
is necessary to substantiate the theory of conditioning. The writer 
has, rather late in life, taken up trap-shooting as a recreational outlet, 
though, it must be admitted, in rather desultory fashion. At first I 
read some good explanations of the theory of hitting the birds (the 
clay pigeons), particularly the factors necessary in determining the 
amount of "lead" (how far to aim in front of the flying target) . Then 
I practiced; I'm still doing that. 

After the study of theory, the percentage of hits took a big jump 
over what it was before. But there are many factors, all of which 
must be correctly executed if a hit is to be made; correct lead, which 
varies for each bird; keeping both eyes open instead of only one; cor- 
rect placement of stock against cheek so that the gun barrel is not 
canted to right or to left; correct vertical alignment of gun barrel 
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with target (how high or low to shoot) ; correct timing of the shot 
(neither too quick nor too slow) all of these in their infinite vari- 
ety and others as well. 

When all of these factors require thought each time, when one 
must keep telling one's self in words what to do, then factors are 
missed. And improper execution of any one will be responsible for 
failure to hit the target. Use of some device which would each time 
supply the reason for the miss whether the shot charge went above 
or below, before or behind would greatly speed improvement. 
When no such information is readily obtainable and one has to sur- 
mise each time just what he did wrong and try to correct it next time, 
he is working much in the dark and progress is slow. A capable, ex- 
perienced shooter who is able each time to tell the novice what he 
did wrong should help considerably, although emotional strain can 
easily arise from such procedure and make things worse rather than 
better. 

After a more or less extended period of practice, however, one be- 
gins to get the "feel" of the whole process often called the "feel of 
the gun" and then not only do scores take a spurt upward but con- 
fidence rises, one relaxes, and scores creep up further. Moreover, 
judgment of what one did right or wrong each time also mounts, and 
this helps. 

In reviewing the foregoing, it should be noted that, though scores 
are undergoing an overall gradual improvement, the gradualness is 
not of the kind which a path-wearing interpretation would require. 
It is more of a case of "going steady by jerks," a common Midwest- 
ern expression. The skill or ability in question is complicated; in- 
fluenced by several factors. All must finally be fused into an inte- 
grated, coordinated whole, but not all of them jell at one time. This 
means that development of even a highly muscular skill is basically 
a cognitive process; an insightful one. One is working gradually to- 
ward an overall "sense of pattern," but it is often via one insight at 
a time. There are, of course, those naturally favored individuals who 
seemingly grasp the whole thing at once; many are the top-quality 
athletes who are, or could be, equally proficient in a variety of sports. 
With these, gradualism is far from evident. But we less favored ones 
should not fall into the path-wearing (conditioning) pattern of 
"sheer repetition," for that will assuredly slow us still further and 
may even stop us completely. 

A study was once made with rats learning a rather complicated 
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maze. Of course, improvement was gradual. But the experiment was 
planned so as to make the learning of any given crucial turn iden- 
tifiable, together with its effect on total time. Under these circum- 
stances it became clear that the gradualness was indeed a case of "go- 
ing steady by jerks." Total time did take a small but perceptible drop 
with the learning of each crucial turn, with plateaus between. 

To continue citation of data here seems unnecessary. (Philoso- 
phers aren't supposed to use data anyway, are they?) Obviously, 
practice is needed; but not repetition. Each succeeding trial is indeed 
a "trial." Something is tried. A pattern is "caught," tried, and ac- 
cepted or rejected. If found acceptable, the job is done; if not, some- 
thing else is tried. Whenever it is sensed that a given trial was in 
some way defective, the next trial is based on another pattern and 
the whole line of action is different from before. Repetition is what 
is avoided. Hence, "drill" in the time-honored sense is not to be toler- 
ated. 

When an insight to be gained is a very simple one, with few if any 
complications, one successful trial is all that is needed. Not even one 
is necessary if the correctness or efficacy of the insight is obvious to 
the learner without trial. For example, how many of us are entirely 
satisfied as to what would come if we should jump off the top of a 
12-story building? Yet how many of us learned that by doing? The 
doing of a simple act in the learning of it is likely to be little more 
than performance of what is necessary to assure us that our anticipa- 
tion of outcomes is accurate. We are seeking truth anticipatory ac- 
curacy. 

When, on the other hand, an insight to be gained is somewhat, or 
highly, complex, then we are far from likely to achieve a correct com- 
bination the first time. Hence, repeated trials are necessary in order, 
first, to find a fairly workable combination. This, of course, repre- 
sents practice. But once such a combination is achieved there is still 
much to do. One then seeks to polish it up, looking for unneeded 
elements which may be eliminated, for modifications which may be 
more suitable, for a "feel" for the entire act as a whole. This repre- 
sents more practice. But all such practice is a far cry from repetitious 
drill. It is far from routine. It is indeed to a degree creative. One's 
head is continually at work, cybernetic "feedback" is functioning, all 
one's sensitivities are keyed to reporting back the efficacies of experi- 
mental acts, new and better ways are continually being sought. 

When classrooms become places in which development of new or 
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improved insights is paramount, many present practices will no 
longer prevail: repetitious memorizing of word combinations, 
whether they be rules of grammar, foreign-language vocabularies, 
letter sequences of words to be spelled, multiplication or other math- 
ematical tables, set statements of scientific principles such as Boyle's 
Law, geographical names and places, or historical names, dates, and 
events; science laboratories in which cookbooklike recipes are slav- 
ishly followed from a manual or reports are prepared which repre- 
sent only drawings or word descriptions of laboratory specimens; 
visual-education materials viewed merely because they are at hand 
and a schedule calls for their showing; notebooks prepared merely 
because a workbook calls for them; 15 mathematical "problems" to 
be handed in by youngsters who caught the point with the first few; 
"projects" carried out because we must "learn to do by doing" when 
in so many cases few insights are gained during the last two-thirds of 
the time spent; and so, ad nauseam. The point is merely that there 
should be no more "doing" than is necessary to establish the insight 
or insights in question. Informational details are not to be hoarded 
for their own sakes. "Love 'em and leave 'em." They'll be around 
when they're needed again. If not, reflective teaching will have de- 
veloped in pupils enough of an insight into how to obtain such items 
when needed that they will be quickly available. And why should an 
able teacher not supply a lot of such details anyway ? After all, young 
people stand in need today of so much in the form of widely trans- 
ferable or useful generalization or principle that we can ill afford to 
waste a moment on the acquisition of untransferable or unusable 
item-details. 

A few pages back we were speaking of the "jelling" of an idea; 
the getting of an insight. This is really a matter of considerable im- 
portance for teachers who would conduct classes insightfully, and 
especially for those who would teach reflectively. For what good is 
it to be able to test insights if we do not know how to get insights in 
the first place? Perhaps the two examples most likely to come to 
mind are of Archimedes' formulation of the principle of flotation 
and Newton's formulation of the principle of universal gravitation. 
Whether either of these stories is a really true one in terms of details 
of involvement by the stipulated parties is a question which need not 
concern us here. What is important is that the related incidents are 
true to life in general. 

In both cases, the individual had a problem on his mind. And 
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what is a problem? An ongoing action-line or thought-line has been, 
at least temporarily, arrested and its continuation is desired. Prog- 
ress has stalled because an obstacle has arisen. Metaphorically, we 
are faced with a forked-road or no-road situation. Archimedes had 
to inform the king whether the gold in his crown was pure or adul- 
terated, yet the crown was to be in no way injured, damaged, or 
altered. Newton was at work on a perplexing principle which 
would accurately deduce the orbits of planets and satellites. A third 
example, less known but just as informative, was Kekule and the 
benzene ringa problem in organic chemistry. 

In all three cases the individual had been at work upon his prob- 
lem for some time and was absorbed with it, carrying it with him at 
work or away from work. But in each of these cases the idea formed 
during a period of relative relaxation. Archimedes in his bath, New- 
ton under an apple tree in his garden, and Kekule drowsing before a 
dancing fire after a good meal and a stein of beer. Obviously, neither 
the bath, the apple, nor the beer did the trick. A fertile mind, absorb- 
edly at work, did that. But the lesson may well be not to push too 
hard. Relaxed tension together with high sensitization to the prob- 
lem area seem highly important. 

Also, we have just mentioned a fertile mind. This would mean 
one possessed of a large fund of ideas which have been useful in 
other areas, some closely related but others only remotely so; a mind 
appreciative also of the efficacy of widely generalizable ideas and 
looking for one of that kind. This is perhaps a more reasonable, 
down-to-earth, true-to-life interpretation of the intuitive than is the 
idealistic one of revelation from on high. But it certainly is recogni- 
tion of the intuitive, albeit in modernized form. Some call it a vivid 
and fertile imagination, even a poetic one. And is it not high time 
that we give able scientists some credit for being poetically imagina- 
tive, and cease making them forever logical, mathematical, and prac- 
tical? What was the biological genius of Pasteur if not an aggressive, 
leaping imagination? He certainly did not know a great deal of biol- 
ogy, nor was he overly meticulous in controlled experimentation. 
And what else can be the import of Einstein's principle of "free in- 
vention" (see pages 84 and 88) ? A fertile, imaginative mind, prefera- 
bly already in possession of a large fund of widely generalizable, 
tested insights, seems highly important. 

It would also seem that at this point a comprehensive and pene- 
trating knowledge of history is important; of history concerned pri- 
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marily with the fortunes or fates of ideas, not with mere chronicling 
of names, dates, places, and events. If an investigator is uninformed 
regarding the history of his investigation, he stands in high likeli- 
hood of merely repeating the errors of his predecessors. Knowing 
what has been tried before and the fate of those trials, he knows, 
first, what not to try again, but second, he possesses a reserve fund 
upon which he can draw for counters which may be scattered about 
so that possible new combinations may "jump out" at him. Having 
this in mind, the writer gets rather impatient with those who take 
Dewey to task for not giving a true place to history in his philoso- 
phy or in school curricula. His feeling is that Dewey has made a far 
more significant place for history than have most of those who berate 
him. 

As for teachers in schools who would ask for suggestions on what 
they should do to heighten student capacities for creativity, one 
might say this: (i) Always practice reflective teaching; teaching 
which begins with a problem and progressively builds up to culmi- 
nate in an answer. (2) Keep clearly in mind that a problem repre- 
sents a mental perplexity things just don't "add up" and that pro- 
spective problem-solvers will not be in a position to make much 
headway toward solution until they get a pretty genuine apprecia- 
tion of just what their problem is, just what is causing the difficulty. 
(3) See in the first place that the students do already know a few 
things, that is, have a fund of ideas relevant to the general area of 
subject matter under consideration; and that they then realize the 
possibility of drawing upon such funds for old ideas which may pos- 
sibly be used intact or for old ones which may serve to suggest new 
combinations or completely new ideas. Here is where history is 
needed. (4) Be relaxed; do not push too hard for immediate closure. 
(5) Do some card-stacking. Adroitly throw various possibilities into 
the ring, those which you are confident will bear fruit once they have 
a chance to dawn on someone. (6) Be slow to frown upon wrong 
answers. Let the study determine. Remember that if you give a calf 
enough rope he will sooner or later hang himself. (7) Always keep 
the field open for surprises to yourself. Remember that a teacher 
who has ceased to learn is not likely to be greatly promotive of learn- 
ing in others; and that the hit-and-miss process of "brain-storming" 
has possibilities of turning up excellent ideas from the most unex- 
pected and unlikely sources. Even the "dumb ones" may come up 
with astoundingly fruitful creations if only given a chance. Remem- 
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her that Edison was discouraged from continuing school, and why. 
(8) Finally, if and when certain ideas needing consideration 
whether likely ones or not are not forthcoming, you had better 
suggest them yourself. It is not where ideas come from that counts; 
it is where they lead. All ideas, regardless of source, are to be sub- 
jected to the tests of problem-solving, and it is always well, as 
quickly and effectually as possible, to separate each idea from the 
person who proposed it. In this way personal involvement is mini- 
mized and class members learn disinterested objectivity. Toward 
this end also, a teacher needs to make sure that many of his own pro- 
posals are among the rejects, so as to remove status-value from his 
own proposals. 

There is one further matter to note regarding teaching which 
is designed to promote development of insight. Although insight 
learning works so beautifully into the pattern of reflective teaching, 
it should be noted that teaching can be insightful and not be reflec- 
tive at all. It is of great importance that this point be emphasized; 
the writer knows from experience that many students, graduate as 
well as undergraduate, get the idea that any teaching which is in- 
sightful is also reflective. Therefore, he would like to do some table- 
pounding when he says that teaching for development of insight 
can be either reflective or nonreftective. 

A very promising methodological proposal of the mid-twenties 
was of the nonreflective kind, yet one which, if really followed, 
would be genuinely insightful. This was the unit method of Henry 
Clinton Morrison, presented in his book, The Practice of Teaching 
in the Secondary School, and for many years practiced in the Univer- 
sity of Chicago middle school. Briefly, high school courses were to 
be reorganized into "units," each one (for "science-type" at least) 
to represent an area of subject matter the study of which would even- 
tuate in a given understanding. Hence, this was a long step beyond 
memory-level teaching, and the whole plan and program, if strictly 
followed, would virtually guarantee what we have seen appropriate 
to call understanding-level teaching, as well as insightful learning. 
The insights sought were of a broadly generalizable kind, with wide 
possibilities for transfer to life outside of school, thereby taking class- 
room learnings off the shelf and out of the ivory tower. 

But the teaching program was a far cry from being reflective. The 
five-step plan for "science-type units" exploration, presentation, as- 
similation, organization, and recitation was one of presenting the 
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question and the answer at the same time (the second period, pres- 
entation) then handling students on an individualized basis by 
means of worksheets in such a way as to get the answer really estab- 
lished in each student's thinking (assimilation). No alternative an- 
swers were ever systematically brought into consideration; only the 
one presented in the "overview" or "preview" was studied. The 
"mastery test," marking the close of die assimilation period, was 
genuinely one of using, rather than repeating, what one knew. Not 
only was problem-solving in the sense of fairly considering a vari- 
ety of alternatives and finally reaching whatever one or ones the 
study might justify not written into the plan and program; Morri- 
son was explicit and emphatic in its denial. 1 

In a context somewhat different from the present one, Morrison's 
plan would deserve extended study. We refer to it now only to em- 
phasize the point that teaching can be insightful without being re- 
flective. Teachers of science and mathematics, to name only two 
fields, can easily fail to appreciate this point. For, in those fields, au- 
thorities can reach such high agreement on fundamental principles 
that it is forgotten that alternatives ever did, or possibly ever could, 
exist. This situation led Dewey once to remark, "We have become so 
enamored with the spoils of our science that we have quite forgotten 
the method." When a science teacher's attention is concentrated ex- 
clusively on clarifying a given scientific principle, he may establish 
the matter very clearly in the minds of his students, yet fail com- 
pletely to give them any feeling whatever for the very quality which 
makes science scientific scientific method. Failing this, students 
may have merely substituted one idol for another and, instead of 
bowing in deep obeisance whenever hearing the expression, "the 
Bible says," they come to do the same at the invocation, "science 
says." And, among others, advertisement writers in the popular mag- 
azines for many years took full advantage of this unquestioning 
acceptance as a sales device. 

THE TRANSFER OF TRAINING 

Finally, we close this chapter with a brief consideration of the al- 
most forgotten problem of transfer of training, or the use and em- 
ployment of learnings. In a textbook by the writer, published in 

1 Henry Clinton Morrison, The Practice of Teaching in the Secondary School 
(rev. ed.)> Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1931, pp. 247-248, 250. 
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I950, 2 the sixth chapter deals with the topic, The Transfer of Train- 
ing. In that chapter was presented a hypothesis which was a step in 
advance of the one presented by the writer in 1936;* one which re- 
ceived some recognition on the part of educational psychologists. As 
discussed in both these publications, theories prior to 1936 were 
based on one factor only: an opportunity for transfer must be pre- 
sented by the environment and, i it were, transfer would occur. It 
had been recognized, of course, that the principle was not 100 percent 
dependable. Hence, customarily appended to its employment was 
the qualification, "other things being equal." But what the other 
things were was never indicated; not, at least, in an overtly system- 
atic way. 

In the writer's article of 1936, he proposed a second factor: that to a 
trained person not only must an opportunity be presented; it must 
also be seen or sensed as an opportunity. So obvious is this second 
requirement that, once it is called to attention, little question arises 
and those who are theoretically inclined are likely to incorporate it 
quickly. It is one of those matters which are so familiar that, although 
we continually take note of them and gauge actions accordingly, we 
are not focally aware of so doing. In common parlance, we just don't 
really see them. Hence, they somheow get left out of consciously 
formulated theory. As frequently happens when we are asked orally 
to spell a familiar word, we suddenly realize that we must first write 
it down and look at it. Why? Simply because what is familiar is the 
configurational word-picture; we have not acutely recognized the 
various letters. 

It was not until three or four (or maybe more) years after the 
1936 article that the writer realized the necessity for taking account of 
still another factor, a third one. This again, like the second, is so ob- 
vious as to elude focal attention. It is the factor of purpose or goal. 
Not only must the opportunity for transfer exist and be recognized 
as existing; there must also be a disposition to takf advantage of the 
opportunity. What is the circumstance of a lie-telling episode if not of 
having an opportunity to tell the truth, seeing it as such, yet being 
disposed not to tell it? Most experienced teachers can recall cases 
wherein pupils have known the correct answers to questions yet, be- 

2 Ernest E. Bayles, The Theory and Practice of Teaching, New York: Harper & 
Brothers, 1950, pp. 85-98. 

3 Ernest E. Bayles, "A Factor Unemphasized in Current Theories Regarding the 
Transfer of Training," Journal of Educational Psychology, September, 1936, pp. 
425-430. 
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cause of disgruntlement or some other reason, have refused to 
give them or even to admit knowing them. Are further examples 
needed? 

It is not surprising that the identical-elements theory of the connec- 
tionists should have omitted goal from the reckoning, for refusal to 
recognize purpose at all was a cornerstone of connectionist theory in 
general. But, after realizing his omission, the writer was a bit cha- 
grined because he had for a decade incorporated goal as an essential 
part of his own theory of behavior in general. If three factors are nec- 
essary to a generalized theory of behavior, they should also be neces- 
sary to a particular application of that theory. 

For a number of years subsequent to realization of this omission, 
the writer kept a weather eye out for publications calling attention to 
it. But none appeared. Finally in 1950, as previously noted, his own 
emendation was made public. But, by that time, transfer theory had 
seemingly been permitted by educational psychologists to fall into 
the limbo of forgotten things. The desire to be experimental rather 
than "philosophical" may account for this circumstance. Yet, since 
life is forever new, it is perhaps never a specific item of training 
in its own specific form which gives it educational value. Its value 
indeed lies in its transferability, whether it be to new situations much 
like the original or to those which differ greatly therefrom. Newton, 
for example, made a tremendous jump when he transferred the con- 
cept of falling bodies from apples to planets, but it was transfer 
nonetheless. What fundamentally is application of any generalization 
to a particular case but a matter of transfer of training? 

Thus, the theory or hypothesis proposed here can be stated as fol- 
lows: Any given item of training will transfer if and when and 
only if and when (/) opportunity offers, (2) a trained individual 
sees or senses it as an opportunity f and (j) he is disposed to ta\e 
advantage of the opportunity. This, of course, is a theory of designed 
or intelligent behavior, wherein a person's mind is at work even 
though he may not be acutely conscious of each and every move he 
makes or why he makes it. It is not meant to apply to cases of in- 
animate push and pull, wherein like a clod or stone one falls victim 
to circumstances unforeseen or unintended. 

In this theory, factor (i) refers obviously to an individual's sur- 
roundings or environment; to what confronts him. Hence, we 
may call it the confronting situation. We prefer the latter term to the 
more generalized ones because it tends to direct attention to pertinent 
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matters. It may indeed be claimed that one never acts or behaves ex- 
cept as influenced in greater or lesser degrees by the entire uni- 
verse, past and present. But most of such influence is, for a given oc- 
casion, negligible, and it is to focalize on pertinent matters that the 
term confronting situation is preferred. 

However, it should be noted that "what is underneath one's own 
skin" may also be part of a confronting situation. A broken leg or 
left-handedness may be a potent factor in the design of a given ac- 
tion, just as much as a series of stairs to be negotiated or script to be 
written from left to right, slanted toward the right, and in general 
"naturally" fitted to right-handed persons. A whole theory of the 
self is herein involved, one in which "the self" is taken as essentially 
referring to factors (2) and (3) but essentially excluding factor (i). 

Factor (2) refers to what we wish to call insight. We hope that by 
now we have made clear our use of the term. To recapitulate, we do 
not imply deep and penetrating discernment; nor is truthfulness 
even implied. What we mean is a sense of, or feeling for, pattern; 
getting the "heft" of a thing. It is "intuitive" in a way, if we em- 
ploy this term in a nonabsolutistic manner. 

Factor (3) refers to purpose, end, or goal; to what we are after. As 
with the other two factors, the patterned or configurational char- 
acter should always be held in mind. Practically never will a purpose 
or goal be functioning singly and alone. Many may, for a given oc- 
casion, be negligible, but the pertinent ones are usually several. More- 
over, for any given occasion, the several will be hierarchical; they 
will be held in an order of precedence or importance. Furthermore, 
they will be fluid, not static; the hierarchical order may change, new 
ones may be added, and old ones may drop out, all in the process of 
moving from earlier to later stages of accomplishment. 

Hence, our transfer principle may be restated, though less 
smoothly or precisely, to say that we transfer training when (i) the 
confronting situation offers an opportunity, (2) a trained indi- 
vidual's insight is to that effect, and (3) his pattern of goals is such as 
will lead him to take advantage of the opportunity. 

We present this restatement for the purpose of making clear the 
logical kinship between our theory of transfer and our theory of 
behavior in general. The latter we choose to call the Principle of 
Least Action, and can state as follows: We assume that we act in 
such a way as to achieve what we are after (our goal pattern) in the 
quickest and easiest way that we sense or comprehend (insight) 
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under the circumstances (confronting situation). Thus, the three 
factors goal, insight, and confronting situation are present and 
functioning in our theories both of transfer and of behavior in gen- 
eral. 

It may be asked why one concerned primarily with educational 
philosophy should be dabbling in psychology (and it may be that 
"dabbling'* is a fitting term). The reason is that we approach edu- 
cational philosophy from the angle of teaching theory, and for teach- 
ing theory a functional psychology particularly of learning and of 
transfer is essential. Furthermore, since such is our concern, it 
may be appropriate to close this chapter with a few observations on 
what this transfer theory means for teaching. 

Obviously, this theory of transfer is essentially a matter of employ- 
ment of insight. We use a learned insight if and when opportunity 
offers, we note the opportunity, and we wish to take advantage of 
it. If and when these three factors occur simultaneously on a given 
occasion, we proceed on habit level and continue in such manner as 
long as the unfolding occasion maintains such simultaneity. Thus, ac- 
tion is always suited to confronting situation and purpose, even 
though the series of acts or, better, the behavior-pattern has never be- 
fore been performed. 

It follows, therefore, that if we would teach for transfer we have to 
teach for insights which are widely applicable or generalizable. We 
must concentrate attention on broad generalizations or principles, 
rather than on a plethora of mutually isolated informational items 
with no attempt at considering how they are, or may be, related one 
to another. In other words, we must teach for understanding rather 
than for memory. In fact, if transfer-capacity be our aim, we shall 
probably be wise to terminate the practice of giving memory-level 
examinations at all, thereby leaving a clear field for the pursuit of 
understanding. Thus, classroom instruction would concentrate upon 
the use of knowledge, rather than on its retention. 

But teaching for transfer means more than this. It means that 
learners must be sensitized to transfer as a possibility, must learn how 
to take advantage of opportunities as they arise as well as how even 
to make them arise, and must develop the dispositions necessary to 
promote taking advantage of opportunities and capacities. Without 
the latter, opportunities even though recognized will go for naught. 
Educational objectives such as this are achievable only over a con- 
siderable period of time. They represent ends to be sought at all 
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educational levels kindergarten through graduate school. Their 
manner of pursuit must be adapted to maturational development 
at each stage, but the pursuit should be persistent, nonrelenting. 

Finally, since the question of transfer involves what one does with 
what is learned, it would seem reasonable to assume that the way in 
which a given matter is learned would considerably influence its 
transferability. Therefore, the whole question of learning theory 
should go hand in hand with that of transfer theory. The transfer 
theory presented here would seem to be logically compatible with 
the theory of learning as development of insight; not with condi- 
tioning. 

Thus, a configurational or field theory of behavior in general 
which recognizes the significance of goal and insight as factors and 
least action as the principle of prediction, a theory which takes learn- 
ing to be a process of developing insight, and a transfer theory which 
takes into account three factors confronting situation, insight, and 
goal are all presented in this and the preceding chapter as integral 
parts of a psychological outlook which gives promise of soon be- 
coming, if not already so, a leading candidate for acceptance as a 
dependable interpretation of how human beings behave. 
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CHAPTER 4 



Idealism, Realism, 
and Pragmatism 



WHEN one who is inclined to be thorough-going in 
his thinking begins to delve into the question of desirable educa- 
tional procedures, he is likely to run soon into the realization that 
he must decide what he expects to accomplish. There seems to be 
little question among educators nowadays that educational objec- 
tives are a matter of high importance to all serious workers in the 
field. 

Moreover, meticulous thinking about educational objectives will 
quickly divulge the necessity for becoming acquainted with the aims 
and aspirations of those who constitute the jurisdictional group 
wherein the procedures are to take place. It is hard to imagine a 
situation in which an educational worker is entirely free to pursue 
whatever ends he may personally desire. 

Together with ends one realizes also the necessity for consideration 
of means. If certain ends are unachievable with the means at hand, 
such ends will probably have to be abandoned or postponed. Or, if 
certain ends require means which for some reason appear undesir- 
able or unsatisfactory, such ends should doubtless undergo reconsid- 
eration and possible modification. Ends and means should seemingly 
be compatible with each other; else, matters will go awry. Moreover, 
ends and means in one field of endeavor should seemingly be com- 
patible with those in other fields; else the totality of one's work may 
be vitiated because one's various endeavors will tend to oppose, 
obstruct, or nullify one another. 

If we should define philosophy as a program for living and edu- 
cational philosophy as the educational aspects of such a program, 
matters to which we have just referred would appear to be an essen- 
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rial, if not a major, part of educational philosophy. For what is a 
program if not a plan for action ? And what plan of action can give 
promise of success if not formulated in light of desired ends and 
suitable means? So viewed, educational philosophy obviously should 
be given serious study by any and all who enter the educational pro- 
fession, be they teachers, administrators, or specialists of any kind. 
For who can do well his part if he fails to envision it as participating 
in the total enterprise? 

Some consider philosophy as contemplation of the unknown, 
others as search for ultimate reality. I consider the former con- 
templation of the unknown more the domain of science than of 
philosophy. The quest for knowledge is essentially a scientific one, 
and it would seem that contemplation of the unknown is a phase of 
such. This does not mean that philosophy is not concerned with 
knowledge; only that that is not its major concern. 

On the other hand, to consider philosophy as a search for ultimate 
reality is to stack the cards at the very beginning. It simply means 
that any view which denies the validity of the assumption of ulti- 
mate reality has no philosophic standing; no part in philosophy. If 
such be the case, then what I have to say is not philosophical, and I 
shall have to let you place it in whatever category you will. Search 
for final, ultimate, absolute reality has been pursued with futility for 
at least 2500 years, and gives promise of being as futile in the years 
to come. For, if you should get it, how would you know you had it? 
Practical reality is subject to practical, tangible tests, but not ultimate 
reality. Many are those who have been convinced that they had found 
the latter, but have been unable so to convince the world at large. 

And there is the further malconsequence of the assumption of 
ultimate and final reality its very ultimacy and finality. Should it be 
known, there would be nothing more to seek. Historically, every 
person or group of persons which has become convinced of having 
somehow gotten hold of ultimate reality has from that time forth 
become a proponent of the status quo, a foe of progress; progress, at 
least, within the realm of that conviction. 

Define philosophy as a process of formulating a program for liv- 
ing of working out the purposes, plans, and specifications for con- 
ducting the day to day, month to month, and year to year affairs of 
life; then science will represent the knowledge which becomes use- 
ful in formulating this program, and art can refer to the process of 
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carrying it out. Such a definition of philosophy seems to express the 
common usage of the term and does not stack the cards against any 
particular formulation. 

Historically, there are three major philosophical points of view- 
idealism, realism, and pragmatism. Of course, if we give attention 
to all of the shades or nuances of difference, we find hundreds o 
published philosophies. But all appear to be variations of one or an- 
other of these three. Let us begin by considering a few points o 
pragmatic doctrine. 

Just at what point we start is perhaps of importance only as it 
serves the occasion. For the present it seems most convenient to say 
that pragmatism holds to the basic principle of configurational psy- 
chology, that nothing is either perceivable or conceivable as a thing- 
in-itself, but only as it is related to other things as a figure against 
a background and from a given angle or direction of envisionment. 
The relationships of an object, both to its background and to the 
viewer, are as essential as the object itself. Is iron heavy? It is, if 
compared with aluminum. It is not, if compared with platinum. Is 
this room well or poorly lighted? The answer depends to a great 
degree on what the terms are taken to mean. It seems wholly justi- 
fiable to say that pragmatism is relativity taken seriously; an attempt 
to be consistently relative in one's thinking. In other words, prag- 
matism is relational, configurational, or contextual; it is a foe of 
absolutism in all its forms. 

To repeat an example which has been widely used to explain the 
principle of relativity as it applies in the realm of physics, let us im- 
agine a ball dropped by a person standing in the aisle of a passenger 
coach of a train which is moving north. Does the ball fall in a straight 
line? To a person sitting in a nearby seat the ball will certainly ap- 
pear to fall in a straight line, and from that vantage point will fulfill 
all of the conditions necessary to justify such an interpretation. To a 
person standing along the right of way beside the tracks and pre- 
sumably possessed of X-ray vision, the ball would appear not to fall 
in a straight line but in a parabola. To a person returning from 
Mars, far enough from the earth not to be carried along by the at- 
mosphere, the ball would appear to follow a different path, one 
with an eastward component. The illustration could be further com- 
plicated but that is unnecessary. We might add that, to a very tiny 
spider resting on its surface, the ball would appear not to be moving 
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at all. Just which of the observations is the really, truly, ultimately 
correct one? It is evident that none is. Yet each interpretation is cor- 
rect, and is the only correct one, from a given vantage point. 

In this sense, therefore, we adopt the both-and, rather than the 
either-or, outlook. A statement may be both true and untrue at 
the same time, depending upon what it is presumed to take into ac- 
count or what it is presumed to mean. A statement never can be 
adopted as finally and forever true or untrue, under all circumstances 
and conditions. The Newtonian conception is just as true now as it 
ever was. It is thoroughly and dependably true for building bridges, 
railway locomotives, and automobiles. It becomes untrue only when 
one is dealing either with the realm of the microcosm or with that 
of the macrocosm. 

Since Lobatshevski's work of 1830, geometricians have no longer 
been inclined to speak of the axioms of Euclid as self-evident truths, 
requiring no proof. Those axioms are now considered merely as as- 
sumptions or postulates on which one system of geometrical thought 
is based. If other assumptions are made, other systems are the re- 
sult, which are just as true in terms of logicality or internal con- 
sistency as the Euclidian system. And some, incidentally, are more 
true if agreement with nature is taken as the criterion. Riemannian 
geometry, not Euclidian, was the one used by Einstein. 

If relativity is to be taken seriously, we cannot limit it to psy- 
chology, physics, and mathematics. Many absolutists are quite will- 
ing to grant relativism title to the domains of physics and mathe- 
matics, and even other fields including psychology. But when it 
comes to morality, they usually draw the line. Moral principles are 
not to be tampered with. It is not right, so they say, to tell lies or to 
kill human beings; it never was and never will be, regardless of cir- 
cumstances. To persons born and raised in a moral climate such as 
Americans have been, such an assertion may at first appear to have 
merit. We are so thoroughly opposed to homicide that we hardly 
dare, even in our own private thoughts, to think of the taking of 
human life as ever justifiable. 

Yet the cry against capital punishment for certain major crimes is 
by no means universal, slaying which is proven to be in self-defense 
is not illegal, many of even the most moral among us are inclined 
privately to condone certain mercy slayings, and it seems that a ma- 
jority of the American public is apt to classify as "crackpot" that small 
number of persons known as conscientious objectors who hold that 



Idealism, Realism, and Pragmatism 67 

war is no excuse for the taking of human lives. I cannot bring my- 
self to respond to the Mosaic Law, "Thou shalt not kill," other than 
by saying that circumstances alter cases. I find no reason, philo- 
sophical or otherwise, for considering this Commandment an "eter- 
nal verity." 

Nor can I bring myself to believe that a lie is never justifiable; that 
falsification is always bad. In fact, I am quite delighted that Ameri- 
can womanhood is widely given to the art of falsification in the mat- 
ter of facial appearance. I presume that the Ninth Commandment, 
"Thou shalt not bear false witness against thy neighbor," could 
hardly be taken as failing to condemn the bearing of false witness in 
favor of one's self. Yet I have never heard it used as an argument 
against women wearing rouge. 

You may be inclined to ask how we can bring up children if 
we adopt the attitude that telling lies is not always wrong. I am will- 
ing to admit that to adopt an absolutistic attitude with them on all 
moral questions, including lying, is the easy way. But, like many 
apparently easy ways, it is a very short-sighted one. It is certainly true 
that I cannot explain the principle of relativity to a 4-year-old. But it 
is also true that I do not need to take seriously his innumerable petty 
falsifications. To him there is no moral issue involved, and he prob- 
ably simply will not understand me when I tell him that he must 
always tell the truth. Later on, when he does understand, he will 
find so many highly respected adults, possibly including myself, 
stating more or less serious falsehoods from time to time that he will 
be bound to wonder why he should not do likewise. He will prob- 
ably also begin to wonder about me; whether I am being genuinely 
honest with him, or whether I simply am not wise to the ways of 
the world. In either case, his respect for me tends to deteriorate, and 
I may make more of a liar out of him than he otherwise would be- 
come. 

I might convince him that God considers lying a sin, that God will 
know whenever he lies and will keep a record of it, and that sins 
must be answered for on the Day of Judgment. This might be ef- 
fectual in keeping certain children from telling lies, but I doubt 
that I know of a more vicious method of bringing up youngsters. If 
and when practiced, it may sooner or later result in some form or 
forms of mental illness, many of them decidedly serious. 

My method of dealing with a child on the matter of lying will be 
and has been tied up as part and parcel of my dealings with him on 
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all other matters. It will be on the basis of democratic fairness 
what goes for him goes for me, and vice versa. Much (though not 
all that is another matter) of what I expect of him he should ex- 
pect also of me. Often I have to tell him wherein he is wrong, and 
on the level of his insight I should tell him why. But I should also 
put the obligation upon him to do the same with me. Whenever I ac- 
cuse or scold him unjustly, he should tell me so and why. Thus, we 
have to talk the point out. 

If he lies to me on matters which make a difference to me, he must 
also expect that I shall do the same with him that if I promise him a 
nickel for doing an errand I am obligated to live up to my promise 
only as long as he lives up to his. My own sons, I believe, have never 
gotten the impression from me that they should not tell falsehoods 
because "it is wrong to tell lies." I have simply refused to be seriously 
moralistic about it, and have frequently in a rather joking way simply 
said that if you are going to tell a lie tell a good one. Don't be a sap 
about it. 

I have even helped them fix up a story that they might tell to casual 
questioners about some matter which may have been embarrassing 
and regarding which the questioner perhaps had no real business ask- 
ing. Many are the rough spots in my own experience which would 
have been smoothed if someone whose judgment I respected had 
given me help of that kind. If I tell a whopper to someone who knows 
what I am doing and knows that I know that he knows, I am harm- 
ing neither him nor myself. In fact, it could even be a means of 
cementing friendship if I used that method of answering a question 
which he had no business to ask, rather than if I told him bluntly 
that it was none of his business. 

Thus, it would appear just as reasonable to deal with moral prin- 
ciples on a thoroughly relativistic basis as to deal in that way with 
scientific or other principles. I insist upon my right, as long as I stay 
within the spirit of the law, to determine my own moral code and to 
accept or reject Biblical or other moral doctrine as I see fit. I believe 
children should learn the value of doing right as they see it to be 
right and because they see it so, not because they need to please or 
to placate God or because the Bible says so. 

Discussion along this line we might prolong indefinitely. But let us 
study a few contrasts in order to bring into sharper focus the 
differences between pragmatic and absolutistic theory. If we pro- 
pose to deal with all things relativistically, what of truth itself? Truth 
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may be taken as a proposition or an insight call it whatever you 
will which somehow gets itself woven into the warp and woof of 
our living. It changes our feelings or attitudes, and it modifies the 
way we do things. 

Assumptions as to the nature of these propositions or insights 
the nature of truth and as to the method of their attainment differ 
with differing philosophies. It may be assumed that truth is some- 
thing which has an essentially objective existence of its own, separate 
and distinct from any particular embodiment in which we may find 
it. The term idea is conventionally used to designate such a matter. 

Circularity is taken to be one such proposition or idea definable 
as a line which passes through all points in a plane equidistant from 
a given point. Such a matter seems to have a peculiar set of prop- 
erties, quite unlike those of any material thing. Since a line is taken 
to be unidimensional, having length only, a circle which has breadth 
or thickness cannot be a true or perfect circle. In fact, it cannot be a 
circle at all. It can only be an imperfect representation or an approxi- 
mation of a circle. Since any and every material circle which ever 
has appeared or is likely to appear has both breadth and thickness,, 
we can never hope by searching among material things to find a true 
circle. Therefore, we must go elsewhere, to the realm of the im- 
material . . . nonphysical . . . (metaphysical?). Apparently, a per- 
fect circle can exist only in imagination, in the mind. Moreover, any 
kind of stuff with which we could even hope to get a true picture of 
the metaphysical must itself, seemingly, be metaphysical. Hence^ 
mind must also be immaterial or metaphysical. 

Furthermore, although all material circles differ from all other 
material circles and, through undergoing change, differ from 
themselves from one time to another, it is only in the realm of idea 
that we can find perfection, that is, the things which by being per- 
fect and complete do not undergo change and therefore represent 
Ultimate Reality. They are absolute final and utterly unchanging. 
Therefore, ideas and ideas alone represent Ultimate Reality; the 
Absolute. This is the philosophy of idea-ism, with an "1" inserted 
making it idealism. We should note this particular derivation of the 
name, and that it does not signify that idealists alone have ideals or 
that this philosophy alone has a place for ideals. I have seen and 
heard it argued that pragmatic philosophy has no place for ideals 
for if it had it would be idealism; a thorough misconception 
both of idealism and of pragmatism. 
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With ideas conceived as metaphysical stuff disembodied, having 
an existence independent of any finite mind yet somehow neces- 
sarily connected with some mind, it would seem that these ultimate, 
original ideas must reside in an Infinite Mind which would be the 
source of all ideas, at least of all true ones. Moreover, since ideas are 
taken to be immaterial or nonphysical, no material or physical test 
may justifiably be applied to determine their truth or falsity. It would 
be bland presumption, if not worse, to test immaterial things on 
material bases. How, therefore, shall we obtain truth? 

There is only one conceivable way to get truth in the original, or 
at first-hand, and that is for a finite mind to receive an impression 
from the Infinite. And the most widely used term for designating 
this process is revelation. Philosophy also makes wide use of the term 
intuition. For the present reader, I believe it unnecessary to enumer- 
ate the various forms which revelation or intuition has been assumed 
to take during the past two and one-half millennia. The major and, I 
believe, undeniable point is that this view has caused men to close 
their eyes and their other physical senses, so as to shut out the ma- 
terial world about them, and seek truth through "sheer contempla- 
tion." 

I have been speaking solely of presumably original truth. Once 
such is obtained, then other truths may be derived by the process of 
deduction, or deductive reasoning. If such-and-such be true, then 
such-and-such follows. But, although ideas derived from other ideas 
by the process of reasoning may be thought of as relatively true, 
nevertheless they are basically absolutistic because they are derived 
from absolutes. 

Let us now look at truth in a somewhat different way. A proposi- 
tion or conception may be considered as inextricably welded to ma- 
terial things rather than as having no conceivable or possible connec- 
tion with them, or at least as being independent of them. It may be 
thought of as one of the laws of the universe, with atoms and mole- 
cules so completely and indissolubly bound by it that they can do 
naught but follow. Such laws then may be thought to represent the 
intelligence of the universe the order thereof and the function 
of human minds in search of intelligence (or truth) is to become 
aware of these laws. The term now most used to designate this view 
is realism, possibly from medieval Latin realis, meaning thing. 

Since truth is presumed to reside in things, it is to things that we 
must go in order to find it. Hence, the search for truth becomes a 
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matter of opening our eyes, together with all of our other physical 
senses, and seeing (using the term loosely) all that we can possibly 
see. Not only do we use our unaided natural senses, but we also use 
whatever devices we can invent to improve those senses and make 
them more discerning. Therefore, the method of obtaining truth is 
observation. 

By one observation, of course, we cannot hope to get final and 
ultimate laws or truths. We have to make thousands upon thousands 
of observations, or perhaps, as when taking a picture in very poor 
light, we must make exposures for relatively long periods of time. In 
either case, truth is achieved in the process of obtaining a summation 
of impressions of some presumed original. And since the original is 
assumed to be the immutable Laws of the Universe, the logic of the 
conception is that the outcome of the search, once you have been 
finally and ultimately successful, is a conception which is final, ulti- 
mate, utterly unchanging, absolute. 

Although Galileo, Newton, and others spoke from time to time of 
hypotheses, the view and process which I have just indicated is es- 
sentially that of science from the sixteenth through the nineteenth 
centuries. It represents what is widely called the Newtonian Con- 
ception. Scientists who thought in those terms were indeed in- 
clined to recognize that theories, ideas, or hypotheses seemingly had 
to be used in scientific investigations, but always such recognition 
was decidedly deprecatory. Theories were only for those who could 
not be sure. After you were sure you called them laws, even though 
perhaps few realistic scientists, at least in later times, were willing 
to deny that even laws might not sometime have to be changed. 
But the change would be made because someone had made a mistake, 
calling something a law when in fact it was not. Was it not Laplace 
who bemoaned his fate at coming after the great Newton who had 
left nothing further to be discovered in the realm of physics ? I find 
the following statement in boldface type in a twentieth-century text- 
book for college students: "A fact is the direct result of observation 
unmodified by any act of reason. Facts are eternally true. Theories 
come and go." 1 

I believe that Newton never did really make an unequivocal state- 
ment about the place of theories or hypotheses, but I believe it is fair 
to say that his basic method was to "gather the facts and let the facts 

1 Cady, H. P., General Chemistry, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 2nd 
ed., 1926, p. 77- 
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speak for themselves." He always seemed rather ill at ease when he 
thought he was indulging in theorizing. The following is from a 
paragraph near the end of the third book of Principia Mathematica, 
in which he is speaking of the cause of universal gravitation: 
"But hitherto I have not been able to discover the cause of these 
properties of gravity from phenomena, and I frame no hypotheses; 
for whatever is not deduced from the phenomena is to be called an 
hypothesis; and hypotheses . . . have no place in experimental phi- 
losophy. In this philosophy particular propositions are inferred from 
the phenomena, and afterwards rendered general by induction." 2 

Just what can be the burden of the intent when one says, "I frame 
no hypotheses," "hypotheses have no place in experimental philos- 
ophy," and "particular propositions are inferred from the phenom- 
ena"? Study of the total passage from which the above is taken does 
show that in this connection Newton did not necessarily mean that 
he never made hypotheses. He was simply refusing here to enter 
into controversy about the cause of gravity; he wanted to hold the 
discussion to the fact of the mere existence of gravity. But there is un- 
questionable generalization in the above passage, and it was char- 
acteristic of Newton that he would first gather all of the facts he 
could in a given realm, then mull them over and over, trying to read 
nothing into them, but letting the law finally reveal itself after per- 
sistent and prolonged study. 

John Locke, contemporary of Newton, presents this view in his 
tabula rasa theory of mind. After first developing the conception of 
no innate ideas, making the mind at birth a thorough blank, he as- 
sumes its passivity by thinking of it as a tablet upon which impres- 
sions descend from the outside by way of the physical senses. As these 
impressions come, they tend to fall into patterns, just as ripples are 
left on a sandy beach after the tide goes out. Those patterns represent 
primary ideas. This is the process of induction, expressed about as 
clearly as it can be. 

Looking at idealism and realism together, although they seem at 
first to be diametrically opposed to each other, we find points of 
fundamental similarity. We have already noted the absolutistic 
nature of both conceptions. Truth is something which is taken to 
be ultimate and final quite unaffected by the process of human 
minds becoming aware of it. After you once get it, provided you 

2 Italics added. 
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really get it, there is nothing more to do. The final stage, perfection, 
is a static one. 

Again, the method of obtaining truth, although representing large 
practical differences in the history of human thought, discovery, 
and invention, is the same in both cases in the sense of being a dis- 
covery. In one case the discovery, regarded as intuitive, is by means of 
the "inner eye" the mind's eye and in the other by the outer or 
bodily eye. But it is quite reasonable to speak of either one as a revela- 
tion of truth. We said above that Newton sought to have natural 
laws "revealed" to him through extensive and critical study of the 
observed facts. And certainly we are told that Moses listened to the 
voice of the Lord from the burning bush and observed the Ten Com- 
mandments by reading them from the two stone tablets received by 
him atop Mount Sinai. 

This similarity is attested by Thomas Paine. In his book, The Age 
of Reason, in which after first rather devastatingly disproving the 
Bible as being a true revelation of the word of God on the basis of 
its own inconsistencies, he goes on to say that he is in no wise op- 
posed to the principle of learning God's will by the process of revela- 
tion. He wishes only revelation which gives evidence of its divine 
source by not contradicting itself. This, he says, can alone be found 
by studying the Laws of God as revealed in nature. This is the 
Deism of Paine, Hobbes, Franklin, and others. I wonder why the 
churchmen of the time were so upset by Tom Paine. Moreover, much 
of the teaching of science in the nineteenth century was predicated 
upon the belief that it was basically religious, by virtue of its revela- 
tion of the laws of God through the study of nature. 

As a bit of practical advice, we might suggest that one will be 
wise always to be very circumspect in passing judgment of his own 
as to whether a given philosophical writer is realist or idealist. Name 
him either one or the other, one can be almost sure sooner or 
later to run into impressive authority to the contrary. Plato, for ex- 
ample, is ordinarily classed as idealist and in our account of idealism 
we gave pretty largely the Platonic version. Yet many are those who 
consider him a realist, presenting the case that, since his disem- 
bodied ideas are the only ultimate reals and since they also are exist- 
ents independent of any finite being, Plato's basic doctrine is that of 
"independent reals," so he is obviously a realist, even a neorealist. 

We spoke above of the Deism of Paine. About the same could be 
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said of the philosophy of Thomas Aquinas for, although he has the 
universe as completely and utterly a creation of the thoughts of God 
supposedly the position of objective idealism Thomists are 
agreed that Aquinas' doctrine (Thomism) represents philosophic 
realism and Aquinas himself derives much of his doctrine from 
Aristotle, the realistic deviant from Plato. Furthermore, John Locke 
with seeming ease arrives at "spirits" and God even though he 
abjures the possibility of having any ideas except those which secure 
original entry into the mind by way of bodily sensations. 

Rather than argue such matters which I refuse to do either here 
or elsewhere it would seem the part of wisdom simply to be highly 
agreeable on the matter of who is realist and who idealist. Take the 
person's own word for it, or the word of whomsoever wishes to 
pose as authority, and proceed to the matter at hand. 

Philosophical enterprise might be materially advanced by employ- 
ment of the two categories of absolutism on the one hand and 
relativism on the other. This would be analogous to psychology's 
adoption of connectiomsm and field theory. I recognize the unlikeli- 
hood that this will soon be done by professional philosophers, for 
large vested interests are at stake. But it is suggested as a way to keep 
one's own thinking straight or clear. One can then use whatever 
names given situations require and at the same time keep one's 
own bearings. 

As to the names suggested absolutism and relativism there are 
disadvantages to both. On the one hand, I certainly get the feeling 
that realists and idealists do not generally like to be called absolutists. 
Not long ago a Thomist friend gently chided me, "Remember that 
absolutism is a smear term." On the other hand, relativism is a term 
which for some means solipsism the doctrine that whatever I my- 
self think a thing is, that it really is. Not uncommon is the remark, 
usually off-hand, "Let's be relative; anything goes." 

Yet, try as I may, I have not been able to arrive at better ones. 
As long as we wish to communicate with people we have to use 
terms with which they are at least somewhat familiar or on which 
they can get help from Webster. To concoct and employ new ones is 
to sever contact. With both these terms, recourse to Webster Una- 
bridged or to a college dictionary furnishes the definitions which I 
wish to employ. 

As to the term "relativism," or "relativity," it is in wide use sci- 
entifically to designate essentially the scientific outlook which corre- 
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spends to the one we are employing in philosophy. Relationalism or 
contextualism or configurationism might be used, the latter reveal- 
ing the essentially corresponding outlook in psychology. But, since 
none of the latter three terms has anywhere near the commonness of 
usage of relativism and relativity, it seems reasonable that they oc- 
cupy second, third, and fourth places. 

"Pragmatism," "experimentalism," and "instrumentalism" are the 
three terms generally used by Dewey. The original one, pragmatism, 
was first employed by Charles Sanders Peirce, first of the Peirce- 
James-Dewey line of modern pragmatists. It is the term ordinarily 
employed when the idealism-realism-pragmatism triad is under dis- 
cussion, as incorporated in our chapter tide. Over the past half- 
century, however, this term has been subjected to such widespread 
misuse usage which designates an outlook completely different 
from that of Peirce, James, and especially Dewey that it has really 
become almost a smear term and has tended to fall into disuse. When 
the public as well as even a large percentage of professional philos- 
ophers introduces some comment with the expression, "Now, let's 
be pragmatic," it comes close to a sure bet that the meaning will be to 
think only of narrow, short-term, strictly monetary, or otherwise 
nonidealized ends, any and all of which are thoroughly at odds with 
Peirce-Dewey thought, though James did indeed use the expression, 
"the cash value of an idea.'* "Anything is O.K. if it works" is an 
attitude which we later take pains to show is not that of philosophi- 
cal pragmatism. All of this has tended to cause genuinely pragmatic 
philosophers to look for another name. 

"Experimentalism" and "instrumentalism" have both received 
considerable usage, with preference perhaps to the former. Instru- 
mentalism tends to be unsatisfactory because it gives undue empha- 
sis to the very point which in the preceding paragraph we indicate is 
objectionable. It tends to support a truncated value-theory, one 
which recognizes only what things are good for and fails to recog- 
nize that many of the goods of life (indeed, maybe all of them) also 
embody the value aspect of just being a good- something enjoyed on 
its own, not because of what else one can get with it. This matter is 
treated in Chapter 7. 

Experimentalism tends to give accurate connotation in the sense 
that pragmatic epistemology theory of knowing is basically sup- 
portive of commitment to the experimental (broadly conceived) as 
the only way of knowing. That is to say, experimental justification 
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alone is taken as the basis for support when one says, "I know/ 5 and 
the claim is never taken as exceeding the degree justified by experi- 
mental demonstration. Belief may go further, but pragmatists take 
great care to distinguish between the expressions, "I believe" and 
"I know." On the latter, they will never go "the whole way." 

But the term experimentalism is somewhat unsatisfactory because 
it is not sufficiently inclusive. It tends to make of pragmatism a truth- 
theory only, and to minimize or deny its coverage of ontology (exist- 
ence or being) and axiology (value) (see Chapters 6 and 7) . Experi- 
mentalism should give way, therefore, to a name which has the more 
inclusive connotation, and that is why we have come to employment 
of relativism. From the professional, historical-minded few who are 
bothered by the earlier, subjectivist employment of the name, we ask 
generosity in recognizing that our employment is not a subjective, 
solipsistic one. For their benefit we might add the adjective, objective 
objective relativism. 

Returning now to the idealist-realist orientation, we cannot 
quite see how absolutism can be taken as a smear term. It seems to 
focus exactly on the point at issue. The philosophically precise mean- 
ing of the term "absolute" is that a given matter be it object, event, 
or idea is taken as a thing-in-itself, independent of all else; absolute, 
ab soli, by and of itself alone; absolvere, to set free, to be independent. 
Derived meanings which are legitimate as well as common are: ut- 
terly unchanging; final; perfect. A philosophical absolute is some- 
thing taken to be of such kind truth, beauty, morality, justice, or 
whatever is considered to be not subject to alteration by man or 
by any other finite agency. 

That there are many who claim to be idealists or realists who, at 
the same time, have misgivings, and wish to, and do, introduce 
exceptions to the absolutist position, we freely recognize. To these 
we can only say, "If you don't like the position, then why assume 
it? If in some areas you like it and in others you don't, simply say so 
and let it go at that* We shall all be helped by keeping our categories 
as clear as is humanly possible." This, of course, does not settle the 
matter, but we feel that it does make for clarity. Perhaps we may 
be permitted to say even though we know that many will not 
believe us that this book is not written for the purpose of making 
converts. It is written for the purpose of adding a bit, if possible, to 
clarification of a point of view regarding American educational the- 
ory. 
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There is a point which needs attention because it is often one of 
confusion. It is not infrequently argued, and by some who it seems 
should know better, that pragmatism does have and has to have its 
absolutes. That some so-called pragmatists tend to luxuriate in a few 
absolutes I do not deny. But that such is necessary, I believe is 
deniable. The issue seems to be a case of mistaken identity. 

In order to view anything relationally (in fact, to size it up at 
all), it is necessary to establish a point or frame of reference. By tak- 
ing a foot-candle as a point of relative fixity, we can pinpoint the 
illumination of a room to a degree of fineness determined by meas- 
uring instrument and observer. And, unless some point of fixity is 
assumed, no fixed statement regarding the illumination of that room 
is possible. Hence, some argue, an absolute is necessary. But it should 
be noted that a point of fixity, such as the foot-candle in measuring 
illumination, is not a philosophic absolute. It is indeed a point of 
fixity, but only for a given purpose and at a given time; it is rela- 
tively fixed. It may indeed be called relatively absolute, merely mean- 
ing relatively fixed. But it can hardly be called absolutely absolute, 
which is the philosophical meaning. 

Some try to bridge the gap by use of the term, "relative absolute," 
using the word "absolute" as a noun. Such a term would seem to 
contradict itself. In the philosophical sense, an absolute is something 
which is taken as unequivocal, unaltered by space, time, or circum- 
stance. But to call something relatively absolute is to change the 
word absolute from a noun to an adjective and to employ it in the 
sense of unchanging. To say that a foot-candle is relatively unchang- 
ing (hence relatively absolute) as a measure of illumination makes 
perfectly good sense and appears to be accurate. But to call it an 
absolute, or even a relative absolute, seems to be neither sensible nor 
accurate. 

To say, for example, as certain educationists have done, that 
democracy is "one of" the absolutes of pragmatism seems to be a 
misinterpretation which might even be termed flagrant. Democracy 
need not be taken, and usually is not, as a frame of reference which 
is inexorable. Pragmatic educationists are usually careful to specify 
that they are thinking in terms of education in a democratic society, 
implying by such specification that other assumptions are possible 
and, if assumed, would probably make a difference. That democracy 
is held to, rather firmly, is merely recognition of a presumably ob- 
servable situation, that the United States of America seem to be 
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committed to the democratic principle and, until they change, edu- 
cational thinking should be fitted into such a frame of reference. If 
it should ever come that we the people change our minds, then in- 
deed the frame of reference for educational thinking will have to be 
altered. To consider that, as long as democracy is taken to be the 
national commitment, educational policy should be so oriented 
has all of the characteristics of relational thinking. There is nothing 
absolutistic about it. 

What of pragmatism on the nature of truth or of its attainment? 
Again we look at a proposition or insight, but this time we as- 
sume it to be the product of human minds. At once we are looked 
at askance. How can a mere human being be so presumptuous! But 
let us see. I, a mortal being, approach the world and find what I may 
conveniently characterize as objects, events, and ideas. The world 
has in a way an existence of its own. Each object, event, or idea has 
a knack of getting along, to quite a degree, without my help. I as a 
person do not deny that objects and ideas have an existence and 
events do happen, often quite without reference to, or being in- 
fluenced by, me. 

But suppose that I wish to know about them and approach them 
with that purpose in mind. I am on a quest for truth. There is a 
difference between existing and knowing, and now I am wanting to 
know. What do I do? Somehow or other, I am able to size up the 
world as I find it, often very poorly but sometimes more successfully, 
in such a way as to make things fall into a pattern, the parts of 
which appear to me to be related one to another as parts of an in- 
tegrated whole. (I doubt that William James was correct in saying 
that the world to a baby is a "booming, buzzing confusion." A baby 
simply does not catch the confusion.) I can only view things 
relationally. Often I do not see very much at a time, not even all of 
what is directly before my eyes (as my wife will bear enthusiastic 
witness). But what I do see is relational or configurational; in- 
sightfuL 

By insight I mean a sense of relationship or a feeling for pattern. 
I may later attempt to describe or explain this pattern by means of 
words, but the sense of pattern (or insight) is prior to and dif- 
ferent from the words which may later be used to express it. I start 
to say something to a friend but stop because I cannot find a par- 
ticular word. My sense of pattern my insight is there, but for the 
moment the word is not. Once I hear or think of the word, I im- 
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mediately recognize it as what I want, and proceed. Words may be 
means of expressing insights; they are not the insights themselves. 

I approach this world that confronts me, seeking truth. Let us say 
that on a beautiful day in early fall I approach my favorite lake seek- 
ing to catch members of the finny tribe. Where are fish to be caught? 
Ordinarily I think of the fish as feeding along certain spots close to 
the shoreline. I therefore try these spots, one after another, but today 
with little success. This must be a bad day for fishing, I decide. 
Perhaps I had better give it up. But, no, the day seems ideal, the 
water just right. Possibly I need different bait. 

I change from minnows to grasshoppers, from grasshoppers to 
worms, from worms to plugs, from plugs to flies. No success. I 
look over the situation. Cooler weather is here. It may be that the 
top water has become sufficiently cooled to start settling and the 
summer stagnancy of deep water due to stratification has given way 
to the fall turnover. Maybe the fish are feeding in deeper water, to- 
ward the middle of the lake. I return to minnows for bait, put more 
weight on my line, start trolling back and forth straight across the 
lake, trying one depth after another. Soon I begin to catch fish but in 
a most unusual place, the middle of the lake. 

I then envision the underwater situation oxygenated water clear 
to the bottom of the lake at all depths, and a lush growth of algae 
which has not previously been available because of stagnancy. If true, 
fishing should be good at certain places. I try those places and catch 
fish. Was my envisionment, or insight, really true ? I know no more 
than I have indicated, but I catch fish. And just how much more 
can we ever know, or do we need to know? We may make guesses 
or have beliefs that go further that is our rightbut we should dis- 
tinguish between knowledge and conjecture. 

What has all this to do with pragmatism? Possibly it means, as 
certain philosophers are inclined to believe, that pragmatism may be 
fine when it comes to catching fish, but it is not a philosophy. This 
may possibly be true; it is almost bound to be so if we consider 
philosophy only as a search for Ultimate Reality. I was not searching 
for Ultimate Reality, I was after fish. And in the process I had to 
do some searching for truth. Ideas popped into my mind from time 
to time. Where did they come from? I did not know nor did that 
question cause me particular concern. My concern was with what 
the ideas would do for me rather than with where they came from. 

Each idea represented a possible truth. But whether indeed it was 
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truth was taken by me to be ascertainable only on the basis of try- 
ing out the logical consequences of the idea and seeing whether 
those logical consequences, or implications, turned out after experi- 
ment to be the observed ones. The test of truthfulness of any of those 
ideas was taken to be the success with which it served as a guide to 
the kind of action which enabled me to obtain what I sought. If my 
conception of what those fish were doing led me to methods and 
places for catching them, the conception was to that degree truthful. 
Insofar as a conception fails to achieve what I intend that it should, 
it is untruthful. Truth, therefore, viewed pragmatically, is that qual- 
ity of an insight which enables its possessor to design behavior 
which is successful in that it achieves what it is designed to achieve. 
Accuracy in the anticipation of future events is the pragmatic test 
for truth. 

The process of attaining truth is that of reflective-scientific 
thought. Faced with a problem, a forked-road or no-road situation, 
we look about for possible solutions which we treat tentatively, as 
ideas or hypotheses. We already have considerable data, else there 
-would be no problem. We gather more data, arranging them and 
rearranging them in the light of our various hypotheses, asking 
which hypothesis causes them to fall together into the most har- 
monious pattern. Finding one which appears best, we do some rea- 
soning. If that be true, what follows ? In other words we predict new 
data and the circumstances under which we should find them. 
Read the exploits at crime detection of Sherlock Holmes, Ellery 
Queen, or whomsoever is your favorite. 

On the basis of the prediction we set up the necessary conditions 
and start things going. In other words, we perform an experiment. 
This is the crucial test. If the hypothesis which we employ causes us 
accurately to anticipate the experimental results, we say that so far 
forth our hypothesis has proven true. And this is our conclusion. 
This is the method of science, as scientific investigations are con- 
ducted today. 

No longer do scientists wait until all of the data are in before 
attempting to tease out conclusions. Scientific investigators are con- 
tinually playing hunches, anticipating what they might find and 
then going out to see whether they find it; looking in certain spots for 
certain things, not simply sweeping the world with a dragnet and 
taking what they happen to catch. 

No longer do scientists claim to approach the world without pre- 
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conceived notions and without bias. They overtly assume that prob- 
ably no human being is without bias, especially those who claim to 
have none, and if they would be genuinely successful in their investi- 
gations they must recognize and define clearly what biases they 
have and try to correct for them, possibly even by leaning a bit 
backwards against them. They are concerned with rinding genuine 
truth, not mere justification for their own preconceived notions. 

Thus, the pragmatic way of attaining truth is to make use, perhaps, 
of idealistic intuition, although it is simply called imagination. 
Thereby hypotheses are obtained. Claud Bernard, renowned French 
physiologist of the mid-nineteenth century, spoke somewhat as fol- 
lows : "When you are outside of the laboratory, let your imagination 
wrap you round like a cloak. But when you enter the laboratory^ 
lay your imagination aside as you would a cloak, less it interfere 
with your observations." 

Then it is deductive reasoning, also employed in idealism, which 
is used to work out the implications of the various hypotheses. But 
the function of hypotheses and of deductions therefrom is not to 
settle truth; it is merely to obtain possibilities which shall be put to 
the test of experience and experiment. 

The observations of realism pky a real part in scientific investi- 
gation. All of the facts that possibly can be gathered are gathered, 
and they are certainly encouraged to do as much speaking as they 
will. But in a very real sense they are made by a scientific investigator 
to speak, when in less capable hands they would remain silent* 
Herein scientists often become poetically intuitive. 

And one new step has been added, going theoretically beyond 
idealism and realism. That step is experimentation. Through the 
course of philosophic history, idealists and realists have both done 
much experimenting. But they have not admitted it in their theories. 
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CHAPTER 5 



I? Modern Science 
Inductive? 



IN a late-i95O Issue of The Science Teacher an article 
appeared, written by a person who was characterized as "one of the 
'deans' of science education in America," in which the case was 
pleaded for inductive teaching. Following are excerpts from the 
article: 

In their required courses in psychology prospective teachers of science are 
taught the nature and importance of both the inductive and the deductive 
methods of instruction. Yet, later, when these young teachers begin their 
careers, they follow the practices of an overwhelming majority of high school 
teachers ... in practically, if not completely omitting the inductive method. 

In inductive teaching the pupil starts with some problem, the answer to 
which he does not already know. He then assembles, by observation or experi- 
ment, or both, evidence from which he can arrive at a tentative answer to the 
problem. 

Then follows a quotation from the Forty-sixth Yearbook of the 
N.S.S.E.: 

By inductive teaching is meant progressing from the particular to the gen- 
eral, or more specifically, from facts to concepts and principles. 

The article then proceeds: 

The inductive method is the one by which scientific knowledge has grown 
from its earliest beginnings; where the inductive method has inherited its 
logical place, as it has in a small but increasing number of high schools, these 
(deductive) procedures are reversed. The laboratory work comes first and 
the study assignments follow it. 

This is not an isolated case. In fact, it is quite common. We find 
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eminent writers or speakers on American educational theory fre- 
quently referring to or thinking of the method of modern scientific 
investigation as that of induction. In another 1950 publication, a 
book on educational philosophy by a well-known author, the follow- 
ing expressions are typical "experimental induction," "we study 
inductively/ 5 "scientific (in the modern sense) and inductive/' "an 
inductive study." 

Again, at a nation-wide educational meeting, a professor of phys- 
ics and of the philosophy of science from a leading university, after 
first commenting that science teaching at the general college level 
should be deductive, characterized scientific procedure as inductively 
arriving at principles and then deductively putting them to work. 

In sharp contrast, Albert Einstein wrote as follows: "There is no 
inductive method which could lead to the fundamental concepts of 
physics. Failure to understand this fact constituted the basic philo- 
sophical error of so many investigators of the nineteenth century. 
. . . Physics constitutes a logical system of thought which is in a 
state of evolution, and whose basis cannot be obtained through 
distillation by any inductive method from the experiences lived 
through, but which can only be attained by free invention." 1 

The foregoing quotations are presented for the purpose of em- 
phasizing a point in teaching theory which is at present the subject 
of widespread confusion. The authorities first quoted are not alone 
in their contentions. It may have been thought, at least hoped, that 
the assertions in methods books of a half -century ago, on inductive 
and deductive teaching, would by now have been corrected. But 
such seems not to be the case. 

In those earlier methods books, usually in a chapter of its own, 
supposedly deductive teaching was described and assigned a place. 
Another chapter would then deal with inductive teaching, with in- 
structions as to when it, in turn, should be used. The thought was 
that prescientific thinking was deductive and that it should be used 
only for those aspects of a course in which a truth has presumably 
been already established. The teaching procedure then would be to 
start with the presumed truth (a general idea) and proceed by logi- 
cal deduction to unravel its meanings for particular or concrete cases. 

On the other hand, an inductive lesson would be one in which 
observations of concrete cases would first be made, after which by 

1 Albert Einstein, Out of My Later Years, New York: Philosophical Library, 1950, 
pp. 78, 96. 
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induction a generalization would be reached. This inductive 
method, as the two first-quoted authors indicate, was taken to be the 
scientific way to obtain truth and the major way in which science 
classes should be taught. It was a case of "gather the facts and let the 
facts speak for themselves." 

That Einstein has spoken so emphatically against induction as the 
method of modern scientific investigation will come perhaps as a 
distinct shock to many. What can he possibly have meant? The 
meaning will be clear to those who have carefully considered impli- 
cations of "the complete act of thought" as described and explained 
in 1910 by John Dewey and as supported and elaborated by certain 
of Dewey's later writings and by writers such as P. W. Bridgemaa 
and Boyd H. Bode. 

According to Webster-Merriam Unabridged Dictionary, induction 
is an "Act or process of reasoning from a part to a whole, from 
particulars to generals, or from the individual to the universal." 
And, according to Runes' Dictionary of Philosophy, " 'Perfect' in- 
duction is assertion concerning all the entities of a collection on the 
basis of examination of each and every one of them. The conclu- 
sion sums up but does not go beyond the facts observed." In the 
preceding chapter we have already noted the position taken by 
Newton. 

Induction is, thus, considered in strict theory to be a process o 
gathering the facts and letting the facts speak. Be "thoroughly ob- 
jective"; approach the facts with an "open mind"; read nothing of 
personal opinion or bias into them. This, in strictly theoretical ex- 
pression, represents the Newtonian "method of science*' philo- 
sophic realism and is what Einstein had in mind when he made the 
previously quoted statements in denial of the efficacy of induction* 
Eby and Arrowood, in describing the inductive method (or "New 
Organon") of Francis Bacon, point out that "Experimentation, as a 
process, is not different from observation, but involves merely the 
expert control of conditions, so as to facilitate or simplify observa- 
tion." 2 We add this point in order to make clear that, although ex- 
periments were performed by those who considered the scientific 
method as strictly inductive, their interpretation of the nature of 
experimentation was quite different from the interpretation placed 
upon it by theorists such as Einstein and Dewey. 

2 Frederick Eby and C. F. Arrowood, Development of Modern Education, New 
York; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1934, p. 239. 



86 Democratic Educational Theory 

In contrast, the scientific-reflective process as envisioned as well 
as practiced today may be described as follows. First, a problem ap- 
pears. Available facts or data, some of which perhaps are only newly 
discovered, appear not to be interpretable on the basis of previous 
theory. For example, during several years prior to the "discovery" of 
Pluto, the observed orbit of Uranus appeared to be slightly divergent 
from what it should have been if only the then-recognized planets 
existed. Fact and theory were a bit at odds with one another, and 
astronomers wondered why. 

Second, hypotheses are formulated. In order to account for the 
evident discrepancies in the orbit of Uranus, the existence of an ad- 
ditional planet was assumed or posited. To this point, the process ap- 
pears to be distinctly inductive. But the conclusion (a generalization) 
is still a considerable way off. 

Third, implications (or logical consequences) of the new hy- 
pothesis are deduced. In our example, those of the old had long 
since been thoroughly worked out and found to be out of keeping 
with current observations, thereby creating the problem. Assuming 
a then-unknown planet, by logical deduction in this case mathe- 
matical determination was made of its size, location, orbit, and 
velocity. At this point the "deduction" was distinctly inductive in 
direction; it proceeded toward precise formulation of the generaliza- 
tion the nature of the assumed planet. 

However, it now took a deductive turn; but in two directions. 
The first was mere reversal of the just-noted inductive deduction. 
On the basis of precise assumptions regarding the new planet, could 
the facts already known be precisely deduced? To this point, there 
was little of what might have been termed experimentation. 

Then deductions were turned toward the future; toward predic- 
tions of possible facts which were at that time unknown. Where, 
when, and under what conditions might the possible new planet 
be seen? Training the telescope upon the right places, at the right 
times, fulfilling other requisite conditions, and making the proper 
observations these were all characteristics of modern scientific ex- 
perimentation. It was not a mere case of gathering what could be 
gathered in the manner of a dragnet. The "blinker" technique, for 
example, was a manufactured one, designed to produce a set of 
facts highly peculiar to this particular investigation and unobtain- 
able except by way of carefully executed design. 

The fourth and final step in the scientific-reflective process is ar- 
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rival at a conclusion. In light o the information which has been 
gathered, what interpretation or generalization is indicated? 

There are many who fail to realize that scientists hold themselves 
accountable for living up to a certain set of rules or criteria in ar- 
riving at a conclusion. Scientists do not think of only one right con- 
clusion as possible and of arrival at any other as a result either o 
gross incompetence or of vicious intent. Specifically, scientists in- 
sist that all obtainable facts be gathered and that, in reaching a con- 
clusion, all such facts be taken into account. This we may call the 
principle of adequacy. Furthermore, the interpretation of the facts 
which is taken to be satisfactory and thus to conclude the study 
hence the conclusion is the one which causes all of the collected 
facts to fall together in a harmonious pattern, one in which the logic 
is clear so as to make deductions readily possible. This can be called 
the principle of harmony. Thus, the rule or criterion which sci- 
entists employ when they sit in judgment on hypotheses is that of 
adequacy and harmony of conclusion in light of available or ob- 
tainable data. 

That this criterion does not represent what all persons take to be 
a universal good will be evident to anyone who will take a moment 
to consider how human minds work. Are there not those among 
us who insist that we must believe in God, even though they them- 
selves admit that there is no scientific evidence to support such 
belief ? Whether we should entertain such a belief, or should not, is 
not the question here. The point is that the scientific rules or criteria 
for determining what conclusions are good and what are not good 
do not represent rules or criteria which enjoy universal acceptance. 
In this sense they cannot be taken as representing a Universal Good, 
and it would perhaps be quite unwise or unjust to dub a person 
either incompetent or vicious who does not take them to be so. All 
we should say, seemingly, is that there are myriads of occasions upon 
which human minds arrive at conclusions on bases other than sci- 
entific. Whether they should do so is quite another matter. 

To summarize the steps of the scientific-reflective method as we 
have described it: (i) a problem arises because available data seem to 
be out of harmony with one another in light of current interpreta- 
tions or generalizations; (2) alternative interpretations are sought, 
new ones are invented if necessary, and all are taken into considera- 
tion (typically called hypotheses) ; (3) on the basis of each hypothe- 
sis, which serves as a generalization, concrete facts are deduced, some 
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of which may already be known whereas others require experi- 
mental origination because they are not already known or may not 
previously have existed; (4) if one of the hypotheses is found to har- 
monize all known facts and to predict with accuracy unknown facts 
the criteria of adequacy and harmony in the interpretation of 
available or obtainable data the conclusion is that it has been found 
to be an acceptable hypothesis. On the other hand, with reference to 
step (4), if no considered hypothesis is found to satisfy the criterion, 
the conclusion is that the problem is not yet solved. This, it seems 
reasonable to say, is the method of modern scientific investigation. 

The story of Einstein's arrival at his interpretation of the way the 
world runs is well told by Max Wertheimer in the seventh chapter 
of his posthumously published book, Productive Thinking. That 
account illustrates the process as above described. And it shows why 
Einstein could say, as noted earlier, that "physics constitutes a logical 
system of thought . . . whose basis . . . can only be attained by free 
invention." Hypotheses do indeed represent "free inventions," and it 
was for this reason that Newton declared, "I make no hypotheses." 

The fact that science-education theorists have long been satisfied 
to characterize the scientific method as an inductive process, not a 
deductive one, is responsible for much of the puttering, time-consum- 
ing, uneducative busy work carried on in secondary school and col- 
lege or university science laboratories. James Bryant Conant remarks 
that "the amassing of data does not constitute advance in science." 3 
This remark we would commend for careful consideration by all 
teachers, as well as Conant's entire Chapter Four, in which it ap- 
pears. Teachers would also do well to consider with care the follow- 
ing statement, made in a book review by J. L. Walsh, Perkins Pro- 
fessor of Mathematics in Harvard University: "The investigator 
should not fear the charge of 'arguing by analogy.' Perhaps the 
truest of the world's wisdom is embodied in parables indeed, per- 
haps all wisdom consists in parables, including analogies and ab- 
stractions." 4 

To expect that high school and college students will be greatly 
educated by much of what they are required to do in their regular 
laboratory work seems unrealistic, to say the least. What, in terms 
of genuine scientific investigation, can be really achieved even in 

3 James Bryant Conant, On Understanding Science, New Haven, Conn.: Yale Uni- 
versity Press, 1947, p. 103. 

* Scientific American (August, 1949) , p. 56. 
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college classroom-laboratories is not a great deal. If we, who are or 
have been science teachers, would take seriously a certain widespread 
attitude on the part of students, some rather fundamental changes 
in the conduct of classroom-laboratory work might soon be in the 
making. That attitude is that the educational value which students 
are expected to extract from laboratory work is a bit hard to divine; 
that the instructors themselves are far from clear on what it should 
be; and that the work, therefore, is to be done and the reports writ- 
ten with the least possible expenditure of effort and time. 

If this attitude were entertained only by less capable students, 
those who generally are unappreciative of the value of intellectual 
effort, it might be brushed aside as unworthy of professorial con- 
sideration. But, although most science instructors may be able to ad- 
duce notable exceptions, it is an attitude held by hosts of highly capa- 
ble and excellent students as well as by others. 

A direct result of such an attitude is the widespread, long-stand- 
ing practice, of employing, whenever students can possibly do so, 
extralaboratory sources for obtaining the information necessary to 
write reports textbooks, other students' reports, etc. Much of the 
time, science teachers choose to ignore this situation. And much of 
the time when the situation is recognized as a problem, it is a pre- 
sumed deterioration of the moral fiber of present-day students which 
is deplored. It is the sense of this discussion that science teachers 
would do u/ell to reconsider their basic conceptions of classroom 
science-laboratory tuor\ and see whether some -fault might also re- 
side there. 

Has it indeed come to pass that students are in large part viciously 
lazy? Are they fundamentally opposed to expenditure of intellectual 
effort? Or might it be that students are more critical than "in the 
old days" and, when they find certain supposedly educational re- 
quirements to be essentially noneducative, they circumvent them 
if possible? 

Observation of natural facts and events is indeed an aspect, and 
an essential one, of modern scientific-reflective investigation. But 
it is far from all. Yet, to consider scientific investigation as essen- 
tially inductive a case of gathering the facts so that the facts may 
speak is to make observation of natural facts and events essentially 
the method of scientific investigation. In such a case, following in- 
structions in laboratory manuals so that the particular facts envisioned 
by the author may be observed by the students is, logically, the 
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method of science instruction. Generalizations will then follow as a 
matter of course. 

But when a genuine problem one which for students is a really 
I-don't-know situation is a prerequisite, when invention of hy- 
potheses and pursuance of thought for what can be logically de- 
duced from these hypotheses are recognized as essential precursors 
to experimentation, then scientific investigation is much more than 
simple induction or the gathering of facts by observational methods. 
Classroom-laboratory work, when conceived in this manner, will be 
taken as an integral part of the entirety of classroom study regarding 
a given problem. And, when an experiment necessary to shed light 
on the overall study is impossible to perform in a classroom, it will 
be thoroughly justifiable to think of laboratory procedure as requir- 
ing careful study of a report of such an experiment, one performed 
by those who are competent and have the needed facilities. 

For example, traditional and complicated nutritional experi- 
ments on growing plants and animals are practically out of the ques- 
tion for most high school and even college laboratories. Only the 
simplest, or incomplete, parts of such experiments can be performed 
during the time and with the facilities available. What should be 
done? Perhaps, in the context of a larger question under study, it 
would be well to perform such experiments, or such parts of them 
as can be performed, and then to read about how the whole experi- 
ment was done under ideal conditions. The actual performance of 
what can be done in a school laboratory, if in the context of a larger 
problem, will give students a certain first-hand experience which 
will help them achieve the insights necessary to read, with intel- 
ligence and wisdom, the reports of what others have done. Under 
such circumstances, it will be quite unnecessary to apologize to any- 
one insistent on scientific procedure for substituting such readings 
for mere time spent in laboratory puttering. In terms of improved 
student attitudes, the results may perhaps be astounding. 

In this connection we would recommend perusal of Conant's 
proposals, in the previously cited book, of an overall study plan. 
Our only significant point of disagreement is his remark that the 
plan is suitable only for general education, presumably on the junior 
college level. The plan would seem to be highly advisable for ad- 
vanced classes as well. 

Closely allied to the concept of science as an inductive process is the 
tendency to hold hypotheses in low esteem. We have noted pre- 
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viously Newton's comment that "hypotheses . . . have no place in 
experimental philosophy." In an article from an issue of Science 
Education appearing in late 1950, we find the statement that "proper 
science instruction will help individuals to understand that natural 
laws, principles, and fundamental scientific theories have rather 
high worth, while hypotheses, superstitions, hunches, guesses, and 
deliberate lies are inferior ideas." 

It is not often that a responsible writer publishes a statement 
which places hypotheses in the same category as superstitions and 
deliberate lies. But to publish statements which imply inferior status 
of hypotheses inferior to established principles or laws is not un^ 
common. Such statements imply that guesses or hypotheses are 
what one indulges in before achieving "real" knowledge, but are 
to be discarded as soon as a "law" is discovered. This attitude is a 
logical consequence of the belief that science is a strictly inductive 
process. When the present writer studied chemistry in college, 
there was considerable controversy as to whether it should be called 
Avogadro's Law or Avogadro's Hypothesis. The "status" of the 
principle would presumably have been greatly enhanced if it could 
without question have been called a law. 

As a result of the Einstein revolution in physics, however, sci- 
entists who understand its implications no longer look down their 
noses at hypotheses. On the contrary, they recognize scientific gen- 
eralizations of any kind as never getting beyond the realm of the 
hypothetical. They say, in effect, that the claim is not that atoms and 
molecules "really are" the way they are now envisioned. The claim is 
merely that they "act as if they were" that way. And they do not en- 
tertain any particular hope that it ever will be otherwise. That is the 
meaning of the Walsh statement, quoted earlier, regarding analogies 
and parables. 

Relativistically speaking, the world's wisdom is taken to be 
couched in the form of hypotheses, free inventions of human minds; 
hypotheses in which greater or lesser degrees of assurance can be 
placed, dependent upon their degree of verification by human ex- 
perience particularly in the form of scientific experimentation. 
Therefore, rather than placing hypotheses in the category of "in- 
ferior ideas," the attitude of competent men of science today is that 
hypotheses should be accorded all of the respect due to scientific 
generalizations of any and all kinds, because scientific generaliza- 
tions never divest themselves of hypothetical status. 
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To view scientific procedure as strictly inductive is to fail to por- 
tray with accuracy the process of scientific investigation as it is car- 
ried on today. Such failure causes the teaching of science to fall far 
short of achieving the educational values which might otherwise 
be attained. If we wish to continue using the words "induction" and 
"deduction," we should recognize clearly the inductive-deductive 
nature of scientific method, what of it is inductive and what is 
deductive, and strive to achieve due recognition of the proper place 
and function of each. 
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CHAPTER 6 



Existence, Causation, 
and Intelligence 



THE question of existence and causation is a persistent 
one in philosophy. What an object or an event appears to be is easily 
told. But what it "really is" is a question with which mankind has 
persistently struggled but for which no satisfactory answer has so 
far evolved. Yet the question is considered philosophically important; 
so important, in fact, that philosophy is often defined as a search for 
"Ultimate Reality." And, since pragmatic or instrumentalist philos- 
ophy is so frequently accused of begging this question and, in con- 
sequence, of not being a philosophy at all, it would seem not amiss to 
write down a few thoughts which involve a distinctly pragmatic or 
relativistic outlook. The question is one of ontology the nature of 
existence or being. 

Idealism carries the assumption that ultimate reality is of the nature 
of mind or idea. Thinking an object, whether by God or by man, is 
what brings it into existence or causes it to be. Hence, "mind is the 
explainer." The thought or idea of an object or event is reality; its 
tangible, sensible, or material form is merely a finite expression of 
that which is taken as fundamental (or infinite) the idea or the 
thought. 

Realism carries the assumption that ultimate reality is of the nature 
of essence or law. One can think of the universe as composed of some 
fundamental essence or essences electrons, protons, and neutrons 
were so considered only a short time ago and that these essences, 
behaving in accordance with fundamental or universal law or laws, 
cause objects and events to come into existence. Thus, the laws of 
nature cause electrons, protons, and neutrons to undergo certain 
combinations and thereby form atoms, atoms to form molecules, 

93 



94 Democratic Educational Theory 

molecules to form substances, substances to form objects, and ob- 
jects by their action or activities to form events. 

Therefore, it is evident that both idealism and realism posit a 
fundamental (or natural?) "order," which is the ultimate ontologi- 
cal existent and whose nature it behooves man to divine. This natural 
or fundamental order is not subject to time, place, or circumstance 
but, instead, accounts for them. Hence, such order is absolute 
ab soli; dependent upon itself alone. Within the two foregoing phi- 
losophies, only a thorough-going solipsism avoids the assumption of 
a fundamental, objective order which exists prior to and independ- 
ent of any finite knower, potential or actual. 

The major purpose of this chapter is to consider the position of 
relativism objective relativism, at any rate on the matter of inde- 
pendent order or existence. What is it that exists or has being? And 
what "causes" it to exist? 

When a potential knower, such as a normal human being, views 
an event and the objects which have participated in it, he receives 
a vivid impression that such objects and event are distinctly real. 
They do not appear ephemeral. They seem to be really there and 
to have really happened. Take, for example, an automobile accident. 
Even though the persons involved may not have intended it, they 
seem genuinely affected by it. They are bruised and hurt, a repair 
bill impends, and spectators shudder to think how they themselves 
might have been affected. All have been, or might have been, pushed 
or pulled about whether they wanted it or not. The phenomenon 
makes a real difference both to participants and to spectators. It 
seems to be real. 

Reality, therefore, seems to be definable as something which 
might, should, or does make a difference to someone or something. 
The difference may be anticipated or known, or it may not. Thus, 
\notving and being are distinctly different from one another, and 
one who views reality in this manner cannot reasonably be dubbed 
a solipsist. Moreover, such a definition of reality implies that an 
idea or a thought may be as real as a stone wall. Thoughts or 
ideas make tremendous differences to most of us whether they are 
our thoughts or the thoughts of others; it may well be that they make 
more difference to human beings than does anything else. 

But, as to being or existence, what is its ultimate nature? And 
what is the ultimate "cause" of all things? In other words, what 
constitutes Ultimate Reality? It is when the question of Ultimate 
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Reality arises that pragmatists or objective relativists in effect walk 
out on the discussion; and they do so because to them such discus- 
sions appear utterly futile. 

It seems that this perhaps is the crucial point at which logical 
positivism balks at being thoroughly relativistic. In a recent sympo- 
sium on operationism, Dr. Bergmann has the following to say: 

All this [the procedure of operational measurement of a ledge taken to 
be three feet long] is completely noncontroversial. Equally non-controversial 
is, to my mind, the proper answer to an objector who voices, as it were, cer- 
tain apprehensions of common-sense realism. "What you say," so the objection 
goes, "sounds suspiciously as if you thought you were somehow making the 
ledge's length when you measured it. Yet, the ledge has a length that is there 
and, in particular, the length of three feet whether or not you or anybody else 
measures it." Here is what I would answer. "The query for what there is, the 
so-called ontological question, belongs to first philosophy. It cannot even be 
discussed intelligently in this narrow context, and the logic of scientific con- 
cept formation, with or without the operationist footnote, has no bearing on 
it whatsoever. If it will help to convince you that this is so, I am prepared, 
as long as we talk in this very general fashion, to put the conditional in the 
subjunctive, 'if one were to do this and this, then one would observe that and 
that/ On the other hand, if you want to l^now how long the ledge is and have 
no means of inferring it from something else that you already know, then 
you will indeed have to measure it. This is perfectly commonsensical. So you 
need not fear that by admitting it you have fallen into a philosophic trap." 1 

Dr. Bergmann immediately dismisses operationism by adding, 
"Fundamentally, this is all that needs to be said about operationism 
as such." It would appear that, when he says "if you want to know 
how long the ledge is ... you will indeed have to measure it," he 
is simply saying that, if you want really to know something, you 
must indeed observe it rather than operate upon it. In other words, 
you must disclose ultimate reality. 

When an object or an event presents a convincing appearance of 
being real, an objective relativist for the moment at least takes it 
to be real and deals with it as such. It is so taken because it actually 
does, or can conceivably, make a difference to one. It has to be taken 
into account in whatever plans one might evolve relevant thereto. It 
cannot be disregarded without likelihood of one's plans going awry. 

But whether it represents ultimate reality is a matter on which one 

1 Gustave Bergmann, "Sense and Nonsense in Operationism," The Scientific 
Monthly, Vol. 79, No. 4 (October, 1954), p. 211. 
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can make no plans at all. It might possibly be advantageous to know. 
But how can we know? Moreover, how can we know whether a 
given conception of what ultimate reality might be is even in the 
right direction? The idea that piecemeal discovery will assuredly at 
last disclose what has been at least vaguely indicated all along the 
way is one which is thoroughly at odds with human experience. 
Take, for example, the typewriter key "1." Is it to be taken as the 
letter or as the numeral? How can we know unless we know a larger 
configuration in which it is to appear ? Moreover, how can we know 
beforehand whether a handwritten vertical line is numeral one, the 
nose of a face, or the left-hand side of a rectangular figure? 

It can perhaps be considered common knowledge today that, 
for a potential knower, perception of a given object or event is as 
much dependent upon the configuration in which it is to be ob- 
served as on its own qualities. And a million observations of its 
qualities in a given configuration will be of little, if any, help in 
predicting what qualities it will evince in a new configuration. To 
try to predict with accuracy what we would know if we knew what 
we do not know now before the overall configuration is known 
would be futile. A relativist feels that he has far too much on his 
hands with the continuing task of doing his part in ordering the af- 
fairs of mankind to expend time and energy chasing the pot of gold 
at the end of the rainbow. And who can know but that the gold is 
really there? 

Returning to the question of whether there is a cause-and-eflfect 
"order" in the universe independent of human intervention, a 
relativist readily and frankly admits that he does not know and that 
he sees no way ever of knowing. But, and this is a point seldom 
made explicit, he assumes that there is. The very fact that a thought- 
ful man, whether he be philosopher or scientist, attempts to read 
order into the affairs of the world is, in itself, evidence that he is 
assuming the universe to be independently orderly. Else, he would 
be embarked on an almost hopeless quest. 

For example, a relativist be he philosopher or scientist assumes 
a gravitational order of greater or lesser universality and designs the 
affairs of his life in accordance therewith. But the strictly relativistic 
position is always, without exception, that any order which he takes 
to act upon is an order which he reads into the universe; not one 
that is "really there." He neither asserts nor denies that it is really 
there. He assumes that it is, but this assumption is based on his ex- 
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periences and will be changed as soon as, but not until, his experi- 
ences warrant. It has none whatsoever of the characteristics of a 
philosophic absolute. For him it has reality. He orders the affairs 
of his life by it. To him it makes a real difference. But for him it is 
not ultimate reality. It has all the ephemerality of his own brain 
processes, which produced it. 

The Baconian-Newtonian science of the several centuries prior to 
the twentieth has been insistent on assignment of natural cause-and- 
effect relationships to processes and events. A "natural law" was 
presumed to be an ontological existent; a given cause directly and 
dependably responsible for a given effect. The epistemological func- 
tion of science was, in consequence, that of discovering such inde- 
pendently existing, cause-and-effect relationships. Logically, there- 
fore, nature is determinate. If one had complete knowledge of all 
natural laws, one could predict with certainty the course of a given 
line of events and, by logical projection, could plot the complete 
course of universal history. Thus, natural law is the fundamental, 
ontological existent; it causes electrons, protons, and neutrons to 
cause, in turn, atoms, molecules, substances, objects, and events. 
Natural law represents, in consequence, ultimate reality. This is 
philosophical and scientific realism. Nature is determinate, and nat- 
ural law or order is the ultimate determinant. 

The relativistic upheaval of the twentieth century, both in science 
and in philosophy, raised again the possibility of indeterminacy. 
Seemingly, one cannot have both complete clearness and complete 
coverage at one and the same time. The point is well illustrated by 
one's experience with a compound microscope; the more clearly one 
is able to focus upon a given stratum of an object under magnifica- 
tion, the more thoroughly the rest is out of focus. On the other hand, 
when one is able (perhaps with naked eyes) to see an object as a 
whole, one is by that very circumstance unable to see the minutiae 
which a powerful microscope can reveal. In other words, one can- 
not have everything at once* 

The relativistic assumption that the "order" which a given indi- 
vidual reads into the universe is his own concoction avoids the di- 
lemma of determinism. Whether nature is ultimately determinate or 
indeterminate is no longer a problem. It may be either way. In any 
case, however, as far as man's designs or plans are concerned, it is 
man's interpretation of what is "out there" which counts, and these 
interpretations are in no sense absolutely deterministic. They serve 
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man's purposes of prediction, and via them he orders his life. He as- 
sumes his "laws" to be accurate until experience demonstrates them 
otherwise. They are what he has to work with, and all he has. But 
are these "laws" ultimately true? There is no assumption that they 
are. On the basis of man-made laws, man determines his plans for 
action. Subsequently, such laws and plans are subject to review and 
revision if and whenever experience so indicates. 

Briefly then, the relativistic position is that a natural, ontological 
"order," independent of human influence except as human beings 
function as part of it, is neither asserted nor denied. But, as a work- 
ing principle, it is assumed. The solipsistic position is consciously 
rejected. Moreover, it is not covertly though implicitly functioning. 
Both objects and events are taken as existing, and being caused by 
influences, independent of human thinking except as human think- 
ing is a direct participant. In a loose sense, it may be justifiable to 
say that people "discover" natural order, but, when speaking with 
care and precision, a relativist will use the word invention rather 
than discovery. Whether Cosmic Mind, or God, is responsible for 
ontological order, either by thinking it or by creating it in some other 
way, is a matter on which relativists are convinced that no finite 
mind does or can have knowledge and is one on which no commit- 
ment, either for or against, is required by the logic of the position 
which we see fit to call objective relativism. 

It should be noted, however, that this ontological "order" or 
orderliness is not assumed to be necessarily a single one. It might be, 
but on the basis of present knowledge it hardly seems to be. For 
example, for an individual the size of a man, the large aggregation 
of molecules known as a billiard ball appears to behave in very 
orderly and predictable fashion. Yet there are ways, as far as physi- 
cists have yet been able to discern, in which the individual molecules 
of such a ball appear not to do so. Moreover, to an individual ap- 
proximately half the size of one of those molecules, the orderliness 
with which he would have to deal would likely be far different from 
that of an individual who is man-size. 

Again, to argue with a jeweler that, because the carbon atoms in 
a diamond are the same as those in a chunk of coal, he should sell 
you a diamond for the going price of coal would hardly be con- 
vincing. And, although human beings are assumed to be composed 
of chemical elements, it does not follow that the behaviors of human 
beings can be accurately predicted by the "laws" which appear to 
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hold for chemical action. There is, of course, a sense in which the 
general formula of Einstein E = me 2 is taken to be a universal, 
but as such the formula is not of much use to a cultural anthropolo- 
gist or to one who wishes to know what certain New York Stock 
Exchange prices will be six months from now. 

Therefore, although in a given context or configuration we seem 
to be justified in assuming an ontological orderliness to which we 
hope our epistemological (man-made) "laws" closely correspond, 
nevertheless we hardly seem justified as yet in assuming any such 
orderliness to be a single universal, or an absolute. 

Seemingly, the difference between the realistic and the relativistic 
position is not on the assumption of ontological, natural order, 
but is basically on the criterion for determining truth-quality and 
perhaps the nature of truth itself therefore on epistemology. When 
one takes truth to be a "quality of a report on reality" the quality 
of correspondence to reality one makes truth-getting a process of 
discovery, of trying to find what is really, ultimately there. Thus, 
the truth-test becomes one of correspondence to something which, 
by definition, can never be known short of infinity too late for 
mortal man. In consequence, realism commits man to a quest which 
he always has to admit, when pressed, is a hopeless one. 

Contrary to recurrent claims, relativist ontology is not one of crea- 
tion by a potential or actual knower. An object or event is neither 
true nor false; nor, inherently, either good or bad. It simply is. Epis- 
temology is one thing, axiology another, and ontology still some- 
thing else. It is quite reasonable, however, to speak of ontological 
existents in contrast with existents which are epistemological or 
axiological. A truth can exist, as can also a value or a norm. And 
herein comes to light an interesting difference. For, although ob- 
jects and events are taken as not humanly contrived (with the excep- 
tion previously noted), the relativistic position is that both episte- 
mological and axiological existents are human contrivances. Here is 
where human creativity enters. Man makes his own truths and bis 
own values. A relativist assumes that the "laws" of the world both 
epistemological and axiological are man-made. 

Considering reality as that which makes a difference to one as 
that which may not be pushed nor pulled about willy-nilly, which 
has resistivity of its own and which on occasions will itself do some 
pushing and pulling it follows that reality can be either ontological, 
epistemological, or axiologicaL For items in all three categories do 
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make a difference to human strivings. But, as far as intelligent or 
humanly designed action is concerned, the reality which is crucial 
is of the man-made varieties epistemological and axiological, in- 
sights and values. 

When a person designs a given behavior-pattern preparatory to 
execution, he does so in light of his goal or goals and of the situa- 
tion which confronts him. Goals, of course, are axiological; what 
one wants or considers worth seeking; hence, self-made. On the 
other hand, the confronting situation wherein goals are to be 
achieved is not self-made; it appears to be an ontological existent, 
to be dealt with on its own terms regardless of the wishes of the 
person. However, the behavioral design which a person formulates 
or invents is not on the basis of the confronting situation as it is. It 
is, rather, on the basis of the confronting situation as he sees it to be. 
Experiment, as well as experience, have by now certainly demon- 
strated this point beyond reasonable doubt. If you or I see a door 
as locked, our next steps with reference to that door will be as if it 
were locked regardless of whether it actually is locked or not, and 
will so continue until experience convinces us to the contrary. Hence 
the "reality" which serves as basis for behavioral design is axiological 
(goal) and epistemological (insight); both self-made, both crea- 
tions of the designer. 

An objector immediately exclaims, "Ah, yes, just what I have been 
insisting. Solipsism!" But I reply that this is not solipsism at all, be- 
cause a relativist who remains true to his premises never takes an 
insight to be final or absolute. All are tentative or hypothetical, sub- 
ject to change the moment the resistivity of ontological reality regis- 
ters its mark upon his insights or sensitivities. This is Dewey's prin- 
ciple of perceptual "interaction," perhaps the one crucial point at 
which Dewey's philosophy differs from those which preceded it. I 
take the ontologically existing world for what it appears to be, and 
on that appearance design my behavior. I hope that my insights are 
accurate, that such appearances "correspond" to ontological reality. 
But this is only a hope. 

The test of accuracy of my insights, however, is not one of cor- 
respondence. The test is that of anticipatory accuracy; does the be- 
havior-pattern which my insights lead me to design actually turn 
out, upon trial, as anticipated? To say that an insight is true if it 
wor^s is not a sufficiently precise rendition of the relativistic-scien- 
rific test of truth. It includes too much and makes valid the rejoinder 
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that a lie will then be a truth, if it works. There is only one way 
in which an insight has to "work" to imbue it with truth-quality; 
it must work to achieve anticipatory accuracy. In the degree to which 
an insight accomplishes this end, it is truthful 

And now we are ready to attempt a definition of the term in- 
telligence, and to do so in light of a seemingly necessary contrast 
with the term "wisdom," or discernment. For I have found that 
much of the confusion which intelligence-test makers have long 
sought unsuccessfully to avoid is clarified if this contrast is made 
clear- 

We would define intelligence as the capacity to form insights, 
and wisdom or discernment as possession of, and ability to use, 
tested or dependable insights. Considering insight as a sense of pat- 
tern or design whether clear or vague, true or false, comprehen- 
sive or limited we can easily conceive of achieving an insight with- 
out going to the further trouble of testing or proving it and thereby 
determining its dependability. In so doing we are exercising intelli- 
gence, but hardly gaining wisdom. I have found that much of edu- 
cational literature would be greatly clarified if we would cease 
calling behavior intelligent when indeed we mean that it is wise or 
discerning. Taken in the sense here proposed, to say that behavior is 
intelligent is merely to say that it is designed; that it is planned or 
envisioned to achieve a given end, whether the plan is good or not. 
And the further-flung and more harmonious the plan, in terms o 
time as well as space and of past as well as future, the more intelli- 
gent it is. And intelligence tests should be designed to evince this 
capacity. 
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Relativistic Value-Theory 



AS we have seen, if truth is assumed to be man-made, 
it follows that any particular formulation of truth is likely to be very 
human in nature and to be characterized by the frailties as well as 
the strengths of human thought processes. It can never be considered 
absolute independent of man, final, perfect. Now we can add that 
the same is true of values. 

Relativistically speaking, values are taken as growing out of hu- 
man minds and human hearts; as representing no more and no less 
than human aims and aspirations; they are not of cosmic origin. I 
was having a talk one time on a Chicago-bound train with a man 
whose business was selling iron pipe to oil and gas companies. The 
conversation took a turn which caused him to ask the question of 
what constitutes value anyway. I had to ponder a moment before 
answering, "Well, I guess it's what you are willing to settle for." 
After we had talked the matter over a bit, he seemed to feel that 
the answer made sense. 

If I really like and want oysters, more than anything else in the 
world, then indeed shall I be willing to trade anything for oysters. 
If and when I find something which I am not willing to trade for 
oysters, I have found something which I value more highly than I 
do oysters. It seems to be as simple as that. We indeed have a hier- 
archy of values, as what we have just said implies. But the hierarchy 
is not a fixed one. It is not cosmic; not absolute. It changes from 
time to time. There are times when oysters appear to be worth 
much; there are others, possibly, when we would be distressed to 
have them about. Thus, values are taken to be humanly determined; 
a function of time, place, and person. They are relativistic. 

If taken to be cosmic, values are placed beyond the realm of hu- 
man disposition. Goodness is goodness and justice is justice, re- 
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gardless of how human beings view them. There is an Ultimate 
Ri>rht, and the march of human progress in the moral or ethical 
realm is toward progressively fuller allegiance by human beings to 
that Risrht. In such a view, man is not the "measure of all things, 
but must strive patiently and with humility (or is it docility?) to 
achieve the Revelation and then must align himself with it forever. 
In this way man achieves the Highest Good. 

Relativistically, however, if we may never hope for final answers 
but only relative ones, then we must ask, relative to what? This 
calls again for the answer, to what we are willing to settle for. 

If we are willing to settle for short-term, immediate ends, the 
proverbial "bird in the hand" without considering the possibilities 
of the two or perhaps even more in the bush, then our hierarchy of 
values is measured on that kind of a scale. If, on the other hand, 
we are inclined to judge immediate ends and present values in light 
of broader, deeper, carefully considered, lifelong aims, even those 
perhaps which extend beyond our own life spans, then our hierarchy 
of values is of an entirely different kind. We are not seeking the 
welfare of others rather than that of ourselves; we are looking to 
our own welfare, but broadly rather than narrowly; not in terms of 
philanthropic altruism, but of enlightened self-interest. 

It is on this point that there is widespread misinterpretation of 
pragmatic or relativistic theory; some of it the result of misinforma- 
tion, some of it seemingly willful. The term "selfishness" is com- 
monly used as one of reproach. And pragmatism is frequently pre- 
sented by detractors as involving a value-system which is nothing 
but narrow, short-sighted selfishness. The argument is that "the 
pragmatic way" is to seek what will make the most for one here 
and now and to disregard long-run outcomes. This, it seems, is 
what the word "selfishness" is commonly taken to mean. To be 
selfish is always to seek immediate, personal advantage, regardless 
of what may be a final outcome. 

On the other hand, enlightened self-interest introduces a flavor of 
caution into one's planning. It causes one to consider not only what 
will be an immediate outcome but also what a given procedure will 
achieve in the long run. This is what, for Dewey, is discipline- 
disciplined action and disciplined thought. To adopt a given line of 
action, he says, even though it involves effort and perhaps consider- 
able discomfiture but because it will lead to satisfaction of long-run 
objectives or desires, and to persist in such a line even in the face 
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of difficulties and discouragements, is to be disciplined. This is the 
discipline of a person who evinces wisdom, the discipline of en- 
lightened self-interest. To set up a philosophy which involves a 
value-system based on such considerations can hardly be reasonably 
characterized as something which would constitute "the solace of 
a wastrel/' or the short-sighted selfishness of emotional immaturity. 

The doctrine of enlightened self-interest is not claimed to be one 
of philanthropic altruism; of always considering others before self. 
It is, indeed, one of considering self before others and of expecting 
others to do likewise. For whom can I expect to take into account 
the welfare of myself and of those whom I hold dear as much as I 
would myself do, or as much as I should do for myself and mine? 
This, as we shall see, is the genius of democratic commitment; that 
each is fully expected, in fact considered obligated, to present and 
to work for his own interests to the end that they will as far as pos- 
sible be incorporated in a final decision. By working on equal terms 
with others similarly motivated but all committed to abide by the 
collective decision, the common good will be more adequately 
achieved than in any other way, and the good of individuals as well. 
In this way minority rights are protected. This is democratic con- 
viction and expectation. 

The adjective "enlightened" is what makes this concept differ 
from what ordinarily is communicated by the term "selfishness." An 
enlightened self-interest is one which makes for a generous, outgoing 
self; one which takes pause in order to differentiate between the 
"desired" and the "desirable"; one which is disciplined to take into 
account more remote and more inclusive interests while reaching 
decisions on what to do about presently desired enjoyments; one 
which is able to discern whether and when the self is better served 
by foregoing immediate, short-term gains for the self alone in favor 
of longer-term gains for one's entire group. 

A matter of national policy might be mentioned to illustrate the 
point. Should we continue to adhere to the policy of national sov- 
ereignty or self-determination of nations, or should we exert our in- 
fluence in behalf of the principle of international sovereignty 
wherein each nation agrees to forego absolute self-determination on 
specified matters and to be bound by collective action on some in- 
ternational level, even that of "one world"? The wisdom of such 
action was recognized by us on an interstate level in 1789. Have 
changing times made it desirable, even mandatory, that we now 
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enter into a binding agreement to settle internation conflicts peace- 
ably? Will our own self-interests be better served by such an ar- 
rangement than by continuation of the cold-war strategy which now 
prevails? What would genuine enlightenment in terms of our own 
interests in this matter indicate that we should do? What has the 
funded experience of humanity shown in terms of what best serves 
the personal interests of individuals individual action or group ac- 

As to the desired versus the desirable, this is a difference in de- 
gree; not in kind. And it, as the above, is a matter of being enlight- 
ened. Unless recourse is taken to cosmic determination, the question 
of whether a desired object or outcome is also desirable is to be 
answered in terms of two considerations. First, to what further ob- 
jects or outcomes (ends) does it commit us? Second, with what 
other equally desirable, consummatory, or intrinsic ends is it com- 
patible or incompatible? 

In the foregoing pages of this chapter, we have been discussing 
values and have noted that they seem to represent what a person 
or, we might have added, what a group of personsis willing to 
settle for. This is something which is very personal. It is not some- 
thing regarding which, as with truth, we can get help from nature 
by asking whether she agrees or disagrees. The two questions of the 
preceding paragraph, however, involve us in a theory of valuation 
rather than a theory of value. Here is a difference between process 
and product. A value is one matter; the process of arriving at a value 
is quite another. Similarly, a theory of what constitutes a strike in 
a game of baseball is one matter, of vital concern to an umpire. But 
the theory of how to throw a strike, one which will get past the 
batter, is a matter quite different, of vital concern to a pitcher but of 
little if any concern to an umpire. 

In answering the question of whether something desired is also 
desirable, one is involved in a process of evaluation arrival at a 
value. Can this be other than completely arbitrary, "subject to in- 
dividual will or judgment" alone? Seemingly, it can and doubtless 
should. 

In dealing with the question of the further outcomes or ends to 
which a given object or event commits us, we are dealing with its 
instrumental or mediatory function. If we see it as promotive of a 
desired outcome or end, we regard it with favor or as having posi- 
tive value. If we see it as obstructive to a desired outcome or end, we 
regard it with disfavor or as having negative value. Hence, this 
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question has to do with instrumental values. And, as far as in- 
strumental values are concerned, personal likes or dislikes, favor 
or disfavor, do not hold sway. It is in this sense that "the end jus- 
tifies the means." If a given end is to be achieved, then means or 
instruments which further or promote that end have to be inaugu- 
rated whether persons involved like it or not. And determination 
of means conducive to a given end under given circumstances is 
an epistemological truth getting matter, presumably to be by way 
of scientific investigation. Therefore, instrumental values are scien- 
tifically verifiable. To be arbitrary on a matter such as this is to court 
disaster. 

There are, however, values of a different kind; values which in 
given contexts assume the status of ends in themselves, at least in 
the sense of the final ends in view. Note the contextual qualifica- 
tion; we are not thinking in terms of absolutes. Push a given mat- 
ter back as far as you will, sooner or later an end-value is reached 
which, for the occasion, is consummatory, intrinsic, the stopping 
point beyond which (at least for the time being) one does not, pos- 
sibly cannot, go. These we call intrinsic values, and it is these which 
are overpoweringly personal. It is to these that tradition applies the 
expression, De gustibus non est disputandum there is no account- 
ing for tastes. Therefore, intrinsic values are not scientifically verifi- 
able. They are axiological, not epistemological. And in relativistic 
philosophy they are not determinable by epistemological pursuits. 

That Dewey recognized this is attested by his eighteenth chapter 
of Democracy and Education, entitled "Educational Values," in 
which the following statements appear: 

... as long as any topic makes an immediate appeal, it is not necessary to 
ask what it is good for. This is a question which can be asked only about in- 
strumental values. Some goods are not good for anything; they are just goods. 
Any other notion leads to an absurdity. For we cannot stop asking the ques- 
tion about an instrumental good, one whose value lies in its being good for 
something, unless there is at some point something intrinsically good for it- 
self. . . . Contribution to immediate intrinsic values in all their variety in 
experience is the only criterion for determining the worth of instrumental 
values . . . 1 

It may be argued by students of Dewey that, between 1916 when 
the above was published and 1939 when his 67-page "Theory of 
Valuation" appeared, he underwent a change of mind. Unquestion- 

a john Dewey, Democracy and Education, New York: The Macmillan Company, 
p. 283, 292. 
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ably, it is easy to reach this conclusion, but I believe it to be unjusti- 
fied It is out of place here to consider this point exhaustively, but 
I think it should be noted that in the later treatise Dewey is dealing 
throughout with valuation rather than with value, with process 
rather than product; note the title. 

So viewed, there need be no contradiction and I believe that there 
is none. Recognition of the scientific verifiability of instrumental 
values and recognition also that any and every "end" is "intrinsic" 
only in the sense that it is a stopping point for the time being or for 
the particular context under consideration (the principle of the ends- 
means continuum) means that one can never think of reaching a 
final intrinsic (an absolute). Therefore, as long as one is continuing 
the deliberation that is to say, as long as one is conducting an 
evalua//<?72 one is dealing with matters subject to verification. 

Moreover, evaluative study need not even end there. Dewey has 
the following to say in Democracy and ^Education: "We may im- 
agine a man who at one time thoroughly enjoys converse with 
friends, at another the hearing of a symphony; at another the eating 
of his meals; at another the reading of a book; at another the earn- 
ing of money, and so on. As an appreciative realization, each of 
these is an intrinsic value. It occupies a particular place in life; it 
serves its own end, which cannot be supplied by a substitute. . . . 
Each is the specific good which it is, and that is all that can be said. 
In its own place, none is a means to anything else/' 2 

Even though the mutual independence of the foregoing "goods" 
may ordinarily hold, there do come times or occasions when they 
become affective of one another, either promotively or obstructively, 
as when a physician receives an emergency call from a patient while 
attending a symphony concert. This is somewhat of a variation of 
the ends-means continuum. Two or more ordinarily independent 
intrinsics for some reason, get tied together so that a choice has to 
be made between or among them. Which will receive the nod? 
Valuation has to come, either beforehand or at the time; for the 
physician mentioned above, it was doubtless beforehand. First, of 
course, each "intrinsic" is reexamined to determine whether it will 
turn into an instrumental. If so, to what further intrinsic does it 
lead? 

But when the respective intrinsics are determined, it must then 
be dependably determined whether they are compatible or incom- 
bti., p. 280. 
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patible; whether it is a case of both-and or either-or. And this would 
appear to be for the most part scientifically, experimentally, or ex- 
perientially determinable. For the physician, the question might be 
whether he can first hear out the concert, then attend the patient. 
With sufficient information he can reach a judgment; a truth-judg- 
ment, however, not a value-judgment. If it is a case wherein the 
patient cannot wait, then it is either the concert or the patient; and 
this is a matter of heart rather than of head. The valuator is at an 
end; the finally indicated values take over. 

The principle which emerges from all this is seemingly quite sim- 
ple. Instrumental values are verifiable, so one carries forward the 
search for instrumentality as long and as far as circumstances will 
permit, reaching truth-judgments all along the way. Reaching what- 
ever relatively final intrinsics may be involved, these are then com- 
pared with one another to determine compatibility or incompatibil- 
ity; also truth-judgments, hence verifiable. If no decision regarding 
either present or future action is required, the matter can then be 
dismissed. However, if a decision must be reached, a #///<?-judgment 
then has to be made, and that is not verifiable. 

When, in the summer of 1945, President Truman finally had all 
obtainable information before him regarding the atomic bomb and 
the war with Japan, he had a decision to make. He had no philo- 
sophical absolutes to rely upon; his own value-judgment had to 
stand. He had come to the "parting of the ways"; there was no 
turning back and no more time to contemplate; this was IT. Whether 
his decision was right or wrong can probably never be verified. 
That his was a considered opinion I believe few will deny; he can 
surely be said to have dealt with the desirable rather than the de- 
sired. Through valuation, he came to a value a value-judgment. 
The final decision was arbitrary, as Webster defines the term; con- 
sidered, yes; but "subject to individual will or judgment," and de- 
pendent upon that entirely. 

It seems that, in Dewey's later treatise ("Theory of Evaluation"), 
he is desirous of making extremely clear his nonreliance upon philo- 
sophical absolutes. For this reason, he finds the expressions "in- 
trinsic" and "an end in itself" somewhat unsatisfactory and prefers 
the expression, "an end in view" This is perhaps a justifiable cor- 
rective, for we might then speak of a final end in view without the 
absolutistic connotation of none other possible. We can always ex- 
tend the view, given time, occasion, facilities, and disposition. Our 
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own feeling is that, if a given reader is determined to read absolutistic 
connotations into what we have to say, there is no way to prevent 
him from doing it. Whatever words are used will be unjustifiably 
interpreted by some. Hence, our own practice is to make as large or 
extensive use of common terms as possible, taking reasonable care 
to make clear the meanings which we assume. Hence, we merely 
say here that in the way we use the three expressions intrinsic, end 
in' itself, and end in view they are essentially the same. 

The practical implications, as limitless in number as life itself, of 
a thorough-goingly relativistic theory of value can be exemplified 
by considering the question of "character education 15 in American 
public schools. 

Assuming that American educational procedures should be demo- 
cratic and that democracy means equality of opportunity to partici- 
pate in making decisions and equality of obligation to abide by 
them after they are made and until they are changed, how can we 
conduct classes so as to build character? Let us think for a moment 
of a kindergarten class dealing with a playground situation. 

There are three swings and 20 children. The first three get the 
swings, attempt to keep them, are pulled and tugged by others, tem- 
pers flare, and a melee ensues. Teacher could settle the matter at 
once by announcing rules and then enforcing them. But here is an 
opportunity for democratic character education. Therefore, teacher 
might decide to take advantage of the opportunity, call a halt, and 
consider the problem. 

No one is having a good time. What shall we do ? The first three 
keep the swings? Anyone who can keep a swing may have it? Cer- 
tain ones only may swing? Take turns? For how long each? How 
shall we decide on whose turn will be when? 

This is a matter not wholly, but almost, within the jurisdiction of 
the youngsters themselves; therefore to be decided essentially by 
them. Certain suggestions, such as that might shall make right, have 
to be ruled out by teacher at the time they are proposed, with the ex- 
planation that she cannot permit them to decide that way. She might 
say, for example, "We cannot use that way because your clothes will 
be spoiled and somebody may get hurt and your mothers will there- 
fore object." But, whether teacher considers it good or not, any plan 
decided upon by the youngsters which does not conflict with regula- 
tions having to do with larger-group jurisdiction should stand until 
further experience causes the youngsters to reconsider. 
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It is important that the matter o jurisdiction be kept continually 
in mind. Children may not be permitted, of course, to damage or 
destroy school property wantonly or unnecessarily, for the reason 
that a larger-group concern is at stake. Children's wishes and desires 
should indeed, when they wish it, be expressed to the jurisdictional 
group and given serious consideration by that group. But there is 
nothing undemocratic in denying to any group within a democracy 
the opportunity to flout enactments of the jurisdictional group of 
which it is only a part. Such smaller groups should participate in 
decision-making, but not decide by and for themselves. 

On matters over which they have jurisdiction, however, school 
children's considered decisions should stand even though a teacher 
may consider them wrong. Children may not be permitted to jeop- 
ardize life, health, property, or the integrity of the educational proc- 
ess, for those are matters of larger-group concern. Short of such, 
even "wrong" decisions should hold sway until experience con- 
vinces the group that a change should be made. A teacher will, of 
course, call the children's attention to the manner in which their 
decisions are working out good decisions as well as bad ones, and 
never in an I-told-you-so manner. 

In such way democratic morality is built into the characters of 
school children. Not only are they experiencing democratic process, 
they also study it as they go, seeing whether it enables them to live 
their lives as they would have them lived. The teacher does not 
set out to "make them like democracy." In fact, there is no absolute 
guarantee that they will like democracy. There is only the rather 
firm conviction that such experience so handled will develop pro- 
gressively greater conviction that the democratic is the preferable 
way of life. But, though it is anticipated that they will become par- 
tisans for democracy f the method by which they become so is dis- 
tinctly nonpartisan. Ends as well as means are recognized as hu- 
manly determined and continually subject to human redetermina- 
tion. Children are brought up in that atmosphere, are given every 
possible opportunity to evaluate and reevaluate it consciously and 
thoughtfully, and are progressively prepared for the time when they 
will assume the full responsibilities of adult citizenship. Thus, in 
the nutshell of a single example is contained the germ of relativistic 
character education. 

Any and every absolutistic educational effort is oriented toward 
eventual achievement of Ultimate Right. Such Right may be near or 
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It may be far away; clearly envisioned or only vaguely sensed; pre- 
emptorily demanded or patiently sought. In any and every case, 
Cosmic Right is the ultimate to which every head shall bow and 
which every heart shall desire. Humanly determined values, prac- 
tical judgments, must in the end always give way to Cosmic de- 
termination. In the degree to which a teacher is convinced that he 
possesses knowledge of Ultimate or Cosmic Right, he is ready 
even considers himself morally bound to insist that his pupils 
adopt that Right. He may be patient or he may not, but he con- 
tinually and doggedly strives to win adoption of his own convic- 
tions. 

If, perchance, an absolutistically minded teacher should also be 
highly favorable to democracy, he might attempt to satisfy his demo- 
cratic convictions by becoming agnostic and assuming that, although 
there is such a thing as absolute truth, no mortal or finite man will 
ever be able to grasp it. In consequence, he can logically disclaim any 
responsibility for knowing The Way and cannot be expected to point 
his pupils toward something about which he cannot know. But 
this, the agnostic, alternative implies too much. It means that a 
teacher, if he does not know Ultimate Truth and can therefore not 
know even the direction in which to seek it, is no better off than a 
pupil and is not logically justified to offer a pupil advice at all. This 
is not democracy; it is anarchy. Complete tolerance is die logical re- 
quirement; there is no basis for criticism, even of a mutual sort. 

Democratic character development, in which all participants (in- 
cluding the teacher) are expected to accept criticism as well as to 
tender it, is possible only when some agreed-upon criteria for criti- 
cism are available. As with a set of adopted rules for basketball or 
football, any and every decision of a referee can be more or less ob- 
jectively judged by the spectators in light of the rules. 

But such criteria are humanly, not cosmically, determined. They 
are not taken to be absolute. Basketball rules are one thing, football 
rules another, and both ordinarily undergo changes from year to 
year. Whatever canons for criticism are from time to time demo- 
cratically adopted in a classroom apply to teachers as well as to stu- 
dents, and there is genuine, democratic give-and-take in all studies 
on all questions. 

At this point it seems that a summary may be in order. In pre- 
ceding chapters we have presented the epistemology, the ontology, 
and the axiology of relativism. Truth is taken to be a human insight 
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or sense of pattern a cognitive generalization from which prac- 
tical consequences or behavior patterns can be logically deduced. 
The insight is considered true if, and only if, the deduced behavior 
pattern, when tested experientially or experimentally, produces the 
results which were anticipated. 

It is only in this sense that that which works is true. There is 
only one way in which the working out of an insight demonstrates 
its truthfulness; it must work so as to enable its possessor to antici- 
pate behavior with accuracy. 

As to existence or being, it is assumed that objects, persons, events, 
and ideas do exist, regardless of whether they are known or un- 
known by a given knower. It is one thing to be and another to be 
%noivn. Even natural orderliness "the order of nature" can logi- 
cally be assumed, even though it cannot logically be asserted. In 
other words, we can plan our lives as if nature were orderly, and, 
if we have planned with care and on the basis of experimentally 
tested truths, we can reasonably expect that our plans will work out 
as expected. This may be called ordinary common sense, but it ap- 
pears also to be pragmatic or relativistic logic. A relativist cannot 
logically assert the law of gravity, but he can assume it. In other 
words, he cannot logically say, "It is true," but he can say, "I seem 
to be fully justified in acting as if it were true." 

With regard to what is right, what is good, or what is beautiful, 
relativism assumes no absolutes, God-given or otherwise. A person's 
ethics, values, and aesthetics his axiology are assumed to be his 
own. Recognized as such, only a consummate egotist could with 
reason assert (or even insist) that his own represented ultimate, final 
rectitude and all others should acknowledge it as such. An abso- 
lutist, on the other hand, could with reason and humility make such 
an assertion because, in effect, he could say, "It is not I who speak, 
but God who speaketh through me/* To this, however, a relativist 
would respond, "How can you know this?" And no absolutistic 
answer to this question could logically be accepted by a relativist as 
bearing any semblance of truth, for no statement regarding God's 
sayings can possibly be tested experimentally. 

Since our discussion of relativistic axiology is not yet complete, 
we shall pursue it only a bit further here. Chapters 8 and 9, treat- 
ing respectively appreciation and religion, carry the thought forward. 
Perhaps we may be justified in emphasizing the attitude of deep- 
seated humility which relativistic theory engenders in one who holds 
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it thoughtfully. Most human beings seem honest enough, at least 
with themselves, to admit on showdown cases that they could pos- 
sibly be wrong. Even though they may feel strongly that they are 
not wrong, they are hardly willing to assert openly that they could 
not possibly be 'so. Each acknowledges human frailty, even his own, 
and, if he consciously assumes his truth- and value-systems to be of 
his own making, he is very likely to consider them also to possess 
the frailty of most human concoctions. The logic of his philosophical 
outlook encourages humility; discourages assertiveness. It encour- 
ages tough-mindedness; one reaches convictions carefully and is not 
turned from them without convincing evidence. But it disposes one 
to join with others in considering and reconsidering beliefs, con- 
victions, and proposed courses of action, in the hope and expectation 
that such procedure will be conducive to betterment. And better- 
ment is always sought; finality never assumed. Such is the attitude 
engendered by the logic of relativistic theory. 

Previously, we have noted the assumption that both truth-systems 
and value-systems, as held by human beings, are human inventions 
or formulations. In this regard they are like one another. In other 
words, on this point science and morality evince kinship. But does 
this mean that on all matters or in all ways science and morality 
are the same? 

A real difference comes to light when we consider how we go 
about testing or verifying a scientific principle as compared to a 
moral one. As discussed before, our test of a scientific principle is 
an experimental one. After the logical consequences of a given 
hypothesis are accurately deduced, it then is clear that under a 
given set of circumstances certain events should come to pass. Other- 
wise, the hypothesis will be demonstrated as false. Going ahead at 
this point, setting up the circumstances, setting the principle in mo- 
tion, and observing the outcomes is what is called a scientific experi- 
ment. If the outcomes are as anticipated, the hypothesis under con- 
sideration is to this extent demonstrated as correct or true. It has 
anticipated events with accuracy. We do not ask a casual or disin- 
terested observer the direct question of whether our hypothesis is 
correct. We merely ask, "Did this particular event occur, or did it 
not?" But his answer to the latter qttestion, even though he may 
not intend it or even have any realization of it, determines or fixes 
the answer to the former. If his answer corroborates our expecta- 
tions, it also corroborates our hypothesis. If his answer denies our 
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expectations, it also denies our hypothesis. Herein is the relativistic- 
scientific test of truth. It is an interactive or transactive process. 

Let us now turn to a moral question. Is it right to cause human 
beings to suffer needless pain? No experiment will answer such a 
question for us. We can discover experimentally or experientially 
what it takes to cause human pain. But whether we should or should 
not cause such pain is not experimentally determinable. Of course, 
one may contend that before the time of modern anesthesia dentists 
and surgeons had to cause patients intense pain, and knew on the 
basis of experience that they had to do it. But let us not forget that 
they did not have to operate or to extract at all. Yes, they knew ex- 
perimentally (supposedly, at least) that, if they were to effect a cure, 
they would have to inflict pain. This was scientifically ascertainable. 
But science was mute as to whether, under such circumstances, they 
should try to effect a cure. Hence the moral principle that a surgeon 
should never operate without consent of the patient or of those re- 
sponsible for him. Moreover, in certain cases society has decreed 
that the patient's wishes are not to be consulted; that the action 
shall be taken, or not taken, regardless of whether patient or surgeon 
wishes it. 

If we were philosophical absolutists either of the realistic or the 
idealistic variety, we would proceed epistemologically (in that 
sense, "scientifically") to answer moral questions. For we would 
then assume that The Moral Law is written somewhere across the 
face of the cosmos and we must find it find truth in order to 
know what it is. For absolutists, natural law is to be discovered in 
the realm of physics, moral law in the realm of metaphysics. But in 
either case it is an epistemological process; one of finding Truth. 

For relativists, although scientific or natural "law'* is taken to be 
humanly produced, the production (the law) is hoped to be in con- 
formance with whatever "natural order or orderliness" may be in 
existence and at work. But conformance to natural order, or cor- 
respondence with it, is a hope; it is not a test. For how can we ap- 
ply conformance or correspondence as a test, as long as we admit 
that we do not and cannot know it as it "really" and "ultimately" 
is sub specie aeternitatis? How can one test the true via conform- 
ance with the true, if the true itself is what is the subject of search ? 

For relativists, determination of a moral "law" is a very human 
and perhaps arbitrary matter. They see no way of making it other- 
wise. Moreover, they are insistent that, although idealists and realists 
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both claim to be obtaining such laws in other ways, such philoso- 
phers are not really doing so at all. After all, what do we have but 
Moses' word that he received the stone tablets from the Lord, or 
Brigham Young's word that he fotind the principles o Mormonism 
inscribed upon those golden tablets? (I indeed either man ever him- 
self made such a claim.) The very act of belief that either of those 
moral codes is a God-given one is a human act; man-disposed, not 
God-disposed. To believe that any conceivable pronouncement re- 
garding morals or anything else is God-given rather than man-made 
is a sheer act of faith, unsupported by any sort of humanly depend- 
able evidence. That any and every person who so wishes has a right 
to believe that way, no true relativist will deny. But that does not 
mean that a relativist deems him wise to do so. And it certainly does 
weaken the effectiveness of any demands by such persons that per- 
sons other than they should have dependable evidence for their be- 
liefs. 

How are moral laws or codes relativistically determined? Our 
very use of both words, moral and ethical, are tacit admission of 
the principle that, since antiquity, custom has been the basis for 
either. In Latin, the mores are the customs of a people, and in Greek, 
the ethos is the customary or community character. This does not 
mean, of course, that the ethical or moral code of a given individual 
is derived solely and entirely from his community. Part of it, doubt- 
less, is so derived; but for other parts he is essentially "on his 
own.'* How much it is of each is dependent on the person. 

Where do these codes or value-systems come from? And when 
and how were they obtained? In a really definitive way, who can 
tell? Contrary to widespread belief, a baby appears to have the be- 
ginning of a value-system when he is born. He gives ample evidence 
of assigning high value to warmth, nourishment, and protection, 
evincing clear signs of distress whenever he senses any of them in 
jeopardy. How did he get them? Early as an embryo his brain began 
to develop, and it probably functioned in later prenatal stages much 
as it does postnatal. Need we pursue this point further? Briefly 
stated, it appears that in general we are born with a physiological 
structure including a nervous system, a structure having a growth 
potential, and through the agencies of time and experience we learn 
how to use it. 

As to development of a value-system, as a baby grows his original 
value-system also grows. He becomes aware of a variegated world 
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about him, progressively differentiates it into persons, objects, and 
events, and comes to decide that certain of these are friendly and 
others are unfriendly. He develops allegiances to the friendly and 
aversions to the unfriendly. Need we complicate it more than that? 
This interpretation adequately accounts for known facts and ac- 
curately anticipates unknown ones. If a transcendental or metaphysi- 
cal intelligence is at work, so be it. It is not denied. But, in the ab- 
sence of positive evidence that it is and in light of the reasonably 
satisfactory functioning of the naturalistic interpretation, why in- 
voke the transcendental? All of the advantages of the law of parsi- 
mony are lost when recourse is taken to interpretations involving 
the occult. 

There is, however, a point which requires emphasis. As we begin 
to inaugurate steps toward achieving desired ends, we face the 
question of what steps or means will be needed if we are to accom- 
plish what we want. Determining ends is a moral or axiological 
matter. But determining means is one which is scientifically episte- 
mological. What must we do under given circumstances to achieve 
a given set of ends? This is a question which can only be answered 
scientifically, if at all. 

And here is the point. We take scientific determinations of the 
means necessary to achieve a given end as data to be employed in 
further consideration of whether the end itself still merits allegiance. 
In other words, consideration of means necessary to achieve a given 
end is a significant aspect to take into account in deciding whether 
indeed the end is justifiable. It is a two-way deal; not only should 
the end justify the means but the means should also justify the end. 
That God-sanctioned ends are not subject to such a two-way method 
of justification is a matter which we treat at some length in Chap- 
ter 9, so we shall not pursue it further here. 

As we note above and again at the beginning of Chapter 13, once 
a given end has been settled upon it is then a scientifically episte- 
mological matter to determine suitable means. The value of a means 
hence, an instrumental value can therefore be verified or vali- 
dated. But an end in itself hence, an intrinsic value cannot. 
Scientific aid can be adduced, as indicated in the preceding para- 
graph, in the process of arriving at an intrinsic value. But the de- 
cision to adopt that intrinsic rather than some other is, in final analy- 
sis, a matter of unadulterated personal decision. 

One might even go a step further than the means-end comparison, 
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in arriving at an intrinsic. One might think of other intrinsics and 
ascertain their compatibility one with another. If found compatible, 
then all can be held. But if incompatibilities become evident, then 
a choice has to be made. If investigation discloses that acceptance 
of an honor will assuredly lose me a friend, then I have a choice 
to make. As long as those two stand opposed as intrinsics, no amount 
of scientific investigation will assist in my decision. If one should 
turn into an instrumentality, then it could be scientifically pursued 
to the next intrinsic, but that merely temporarily postpones the de- 
cision. In terms of relativistic theory, intrinsic values cannot be vali- 
dated or verified. 

It seems to become clear, therefore, that the most promising rela- 
tivistic test of moral rectitude is one which might be characterized as. 
more logical than experimental. What would be taken as the highest 
moral rectitude would be that which most thoroughly harmonizes 
one's most comprehensive outlook on life; an outlook which con- 
sciously envisions both ends and means and, in addition, has the 
benefit of careful canvassing of whatever interrelationships may exist 
among ends which ostensibly are intrinsic. What is logical may well 
be what fits into and conforms with an inclusive, overall pattern. 
Therefore, to be monistic and strive continuously to maintain an 
outlook which represents a single logical pattern would seem to be 
preferable to being dualistic or pluralistic and being satisfied with 
working under the aegis of two or more separate and distinct ones. 
For the latter is always giving rise to conflict if and when an ir- 
resistible force collides with an immovable object, what will hap- 
pen? But, knowing all this, when one comes to the final decision 
as to whether to be monistic, dualistic, or pluralistic and what in- 
deed shall be the inclusive pattern or patterns chosen, man seems 
to be pretty much on his own. He has a personal choice to make. 
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CHAPTER 8 



The Meaning 
of Appreciation 



AT least once every six months if not oftener, in a class 
composed o graduate students, I raise the question, "Can you ap- 
preciate something without liking it?" Then I let the class take over. 
Lighting this fuse never fails to bring forth a detonation of sizable 
proportions. The "no" answer is always forthcoming and is usually 
immediate and forceful. 

The argument is that, when something is really appreciated, it 
has had opportunity to work its full impact on one and, like an old 
shoe, it is therefore sort of a part of one and is liked. It is further 
argued that youngsters do not at first like, for instance, classical 
music, but, after more or less extended opportunities to become 
acquainted with it to appreciate they become "appreciative." This 
simply means that they have come, to a degree at least, to like it. 
Moreover, one does not ordinarily say, "I appreciate what you have 
done for me," unless he means to be complimentary or to express 
gratefulness or esteem. 

Comments often, yes usually, continue in this vein for a time 
until someone myself if no one else asks whether there are cases 
in which further acquaintance leads to lessened liking or esteem. 
Have we not often heard it said that "familiarity breeds contempt?" 
Do we not occasionally reach a time when that old shoe or that old 
hat becomes too much * s old shoe" or "old hat"? Do we not some- 
times say of a person that he does not wear well? 

In case of such an eventuality, has appreciation lessened? If so, 
then it would seem that better acquaintance does not always mean 
better appreciation. Consequently, though in some ways acquaint- 
ance, appreciation, and liking or esteem seem to go hand in hand, 
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apparently they do not always do so. What then becomes of our "no" 
answer? Is it possible to appreciate something without liking or 
respecting it? A bit of perplexity now begins to show on the brows 
of the "no" proponents. 

This issue is one which I raise in a class dealing with general 
teaching theory, because it opens the whole question of how to teach 
appreciation, or how to handle "appreciation-type" subjects. For, if 
to appreciate something is to hold it in relatively high esteem, then 
teaching has to be of one kind. But, if appreciation means "getting 
a thing sized up," then teaching procedure will be of a distinctly 
different kind. Moreover, to say that teaching should be designed 
and organized to make students like something would be to make 
teaching distinctly indoctrinative, hence undemocratic. If, there- 
fore, a teacher hopes to be thoroughly democratic in his teaching 
of appreciation, he is hardly justified in defining appreciation in 
such a way as to equate it with liking or having respect for. 

It becomes evident that our question is one which hinges upon 
definition of terms. In such case, it would seem advisable to con- 
sult an authoritative source in order to determine whether the mat- 
ter can be settled in that way. Presumably, we should go at once 
to Webster's International Unabridged. Here is what we find on ap- 
preciation: 

1. Act of appreciating; appraisal; estimation; full recognition of worth; recog- 
nition through the senses, esp. with delicacy of perception. 

2. Expression of gratification and approval, gratitude, or of aesthetic satisfac- 
tion. 

3. Rise in value opposed to depreciation. 

4. Favorable critical estimate. 

5. Sensitive awareness or perception of worth or value, esp. aesthetic value; 
as, his fine appreciation of painting. 

6. Educ. The study of aesthetic values (as distinguished from historical val- 
ues), as in music, art, or literature. 

Herein we discover a matter of considerable interest. Webster is 
distinctly on the fence. Definitions i and 5 mean evaluation, and 
evaluation can lead to heightened or to lessened respect or esteem, 
dependent entirely on whether the findings are favorable or un- 
favorable. On the other hand, definitions 2, 3, and 4 appear to be 
in accordance with the etymological derivation of the term: ad, 
meaning to; pretium, meaning price or preciousness "adding to 
preciousness." Since adding to preciousness means heightening value, 
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appreciate becomes the opposite of depreciate. Thus, without ex- 
plaining that it does so, Webster's dictionary leaves us exactly where 
we were before consulting it. We have two definitions which are 
incompatible with one another. If we use both we shall never be 
clear, either to ourselves or to others, as to which meaning we are 
employing. 

Let us try again, this time using Webster's Dictionary of Synonyms. 
We do not find the noun, but treatment of the verb form is suitable 
to our purpose. Here we run into the same difficulty, for two sets 
of synonyms are given; first, comprehend and understand; second, 
value, prize, treasure, cherish. Under the first set we find the com- 
ment that appreciation "implies a just judgment or the estimation 
of a thing's true or exact value." And even under the second set 
is the comment, "One appreciates that which one understands suffi- 
ciently to admire critically, or to enjoy with discrimination of its 
values," with the addition that only "in loose use, appreciate does 
not always carry this strong indication of intelligent admiration but 
stresses rather a response such as warm approval, keen enjoyment, 
or gratitude." We find it difficult to see how one can "admire criti- 
cally" when critical appraisal discloses nothing admirable but, even 
so, it is evident that the Dictionary of Synonyms mildly favors the 
evaluational side. Moreover, Webster's policy is ordinarily to present 
a preferred definition first, and in both places Webster gives this nod 
to evaluation. 

However, it is still clear that we shall have to make up our own 
minds, so let us do a little considering. It seems that both uses of 
the term "appreciation" carry with them a connotation of emotional 
warmth. A matter which is genuinely appreciated has really gotten 
next to (or inside of) one; it has not been viewed lightly; it has 
really gone home. Still, can one appreciate something without liking 
or respecting it? Can one warmly disapprove as well as warmly 
approve? The second meaning presented by Webster in both sources 
means definitely that one cannot; the first, that one can. 

When one thinks of current usage, a persistent even though fre- 
quently elusive overtone of criticalness does appear. Casual acquaint- 
ance or snap judgment is hardly taken as conducive to appreciation 
"real appreciation." And common usage, which is rather meticu- 
lous, seems to support inclusion of both criticalness and emotional 
warmth in whatever definition is adopted. It may be enlightening 
to think for a moment of how human beings behave in apprecia- 
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tional situations. How does acquaintance heighten appreciation? 

Becoming acquainted with something means learning about it 
Let us suppose it to be a piece of furniture; say, a small table. For 
some reason it attracts my attention and I take a look. It has pleasing 
overall appearance, simple lines, walnut wood, good finish, drop 
leaves, and perhaps is large enough to seat six persons. This I see 
at a glance, and, if I should carry the matter no further, my observa- 
tions could hardly be deemed appreciative or appreciationaL I have 
a passing acquaintance; I have developed a number of insights with 
regard to the table. I am about to dismiss it from mind when my 
wife remarks that that is something which we might like to have. 
I ask what for, and she tells me. Then I return to look further. 

Is it the right length to fit the designated spot ? Is it well or cheaply 
constructed? Is it solid walnut or only veneer? Is the drop-leaf con- 
struction such as to achieve solidity when the leaves are up? Is the 
style such as to harmonize with the remainder of the room? Is the 
finish such as to withstand the wear to which it will be subject? Is 
the price satisfactory? All of these questions I ask, and more, as I 
carry out the investigations necessary to obtain dependable answers. 
This further investigation may be said to be appreciationaL After 
making it, I possess something more than merely a few added in- 
sights regarding the table. I have sized it up with reference to 
whether I should obtain it as my own. I have determined to a degree 
how much of a "good" it might be for me. I have evaluated it. I 
have taken steps toward achieving a "real appreciation" of the table. 

What I have done is to become much better acquainted with the 
table than I was at first I now know much more about it; I possess 
a number of insights which I did not possess before. But it was 
hardly mere procurement of additional insights which caused the 
second stage of my investigation to be more appreciational than the 
first. Mere addition of insights hardly seems to be appreciationaL 

To be appreciational, an investigation seemingly needs to produce 
insight as to how the matter in question is, or might be, related to 
one's purposes or goals. Viewing an object as a thing-in-itself is not 
appreciationaL Viewing it in terms of how it might or will affect 
the viewer or someone with whom the viewer is concerned is ap- 
preciationaL In other words, appreciation is evaluation; a process 
of determining how a given object or phenomenon ties in with 
one's value-system. 

Comprehending how an object or an event will or might affect 
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one, for good or for ill, is what imbues it with emotional quality. 
In this way only can one secure approval or disapproval. As long 
as an observer sees no way in which something will affect him, he 
will be neutral or noncommittal about it. As long as two Canadian 
football teams mean no more to me than two n-man groups run- 
ning hither and thither across a playing field, I am little concerned 
with the outcome. I am neither distressed nor elated with the final 
score, and I may not even be greatly upset if I do not get to see the 
game out. 

If I wish to find how Canadian football compares with the U.S.A. 
brand, I may wish to see the game to the finish but shall be neither 
distressed nor elated with who wins. The only way I can become 
emotional about who wins or loses is to discover some way in which 
my own value-system is involved. With my own Alma Mater, I be- 
come highly elated or depressed at the outcome. If I make a serious 
prediction or place a sizable bet on the outcome, I become emotion- 
ally involved. For me to become emotional about anything, I must 
have some notion or conviction as to how it might or will affect my- 
self, or someone with whom I am or might be concerned. 

From the foregoing, it is quite clear that both criticalness and 
emotional warmth are achieved by investigations which are evalua- 
tional. Therefore, to consider appreciation as evaluation is to make 
it include both; to remove it from the realm of the "coldly intellec- 
tual." Appreciation thus becomes invested with the qualities both 
of cognitive judgment and of affective commitment. The cognitive 
and the affective are both included, in a simple and understand- 
able way. An appreciational study becomes one in which a certain 
kind of insights is sought; insights into the way that the matter in 
question is or may be related to one's value-system to the goals or 
purposes which one seeks to foster or to resist. 

When appreciation is taken as evaluation, the procedure of an ap- 
preciational investigation becomes clear. It is cognitive or intellec- 
tual; a matter of developing certain insights or understandings. To 
develop "feelings'* about something, one investigates its actual or 
possible relationships to one's allegiances or commitments; to one's 
"self." Therefore, in order to alter the affective, we must proceed 
by way of the cognitive. 

In other words, the way to a man's heart is not through his stom- 
ach, but through his mind. A girl must realize that it is not being 
a good cook that makes the difference; it is being seen as a good 
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cook. If the prospect sees her as a good cook, that is what matters. 
Of course, in order to be seen as such it is much simpler to be one 
than to have to resort to subterfuge. For in matrimony subterfuge 
on so obvious a matter is very hard to keep permanently hidden. 
But it may be effectual long enough to get the knot tied, and what 
to do afterwards is perhaps a bridge that may be crossed when one 
gets to it. 

Thus, instead of being coldly intellectual, an appreciation-getting 
process is one which is warmly so. The advent of an inquiring mind 
in the evolutional process did not cause human beings to become 
appreciably less warm-blooded than they had been. What distin- 
guishes man from brute in this regard is the calculating way in 
which he arrives at commitment, not in the warmth of commit- 
ment. 

Much of the current palaver about "educating the whole child" 
seems to be concentrated on trying to have children become more 
emotional. If that is what those who use the expression really mean, 
then they should proceed to alter the child's glandular balance, pos- 
sibly with shots of adrenalin; or they might even employ properly 
administered doses of grain alcohol. There are probably few young- 
sters in our school systems who are so lethargic as to require such 
steps. 

Obviously, what we should seek is emotional balance; and emo- 
tional balance is to be achieved by considered commitments, not by 
nonconsidered ones. And considered commitments are the outcome 
of studies which are appreciational in the evaluative sense. 

We may possibly think of scientific investigators as a coldly cal- 
culating variety of genus homo. But personal acquaintance will 
show that most of them are very warmly humane. They are a com- 
mitted group, perhaps second to none among human beings. But 
their commitment is to the achievement of truth, regardless of what 
form it may take at a particular time or place. Commitment to any 
particular dogma, regardless of how truthful it may at some time 
appear to be, always among scientists defers to commitment to the 
scientific way of reaching truth. One is ^interested but not un'm- 
terested; committed to finding beliefs which are dependable rather 
than to beliefs per se. In such commitment, they find themselves in 
no wise emotionally upset when it later appears necessary, in light 
of further investigation, to relinquish a previously held conviction 
in favor of a new one. Thus they achieve emotional stability, but 
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their emotional commitments may at times be more intense than 
they would have been without benefit of a calculational method of 
reaching them. 

So, in answer to our original question we can say that, if we con- 
sider appreciation to be evaluation, we can indeed appreciate some- 
thing without approving of or liking it. If investigation shows a 
matter to be meritorious, we like or respect it. If investigation shows 
It to be nonmeritorious, we do not feel respectful toward it. 

To think of appreciation as evaluation is to avoid truncation, not 
only of the term "appreciation" but perhaps also of the term "criti- 
cism." For to think of appreciation as involving only approval is to 
necessitate another term which involves disapproval. The term "criti- 
cism" frequently serves this purpose. Yet repeatedly are we told that 
criticism should just as well result in approval as in disapproval. To 
consider appreciation as evaluation, leading either to approval or 
to disapproval depending on what is found, avoids truncation of 
its meaning. Likewise, to consider criticism as evaluation avoids simi- 
lar but opposite truncation. Thus, these terms appreciation and 
criticism become synonymous rather than antithetical. 

To consider appreciation as evaluation is diametrical denial of the 
psychological view held by many that the realm of insights or under- 
standings is utterly different from, and unconnected with, the realm 
of values. The latter view is expressed in the following quotation: 
"In the science type we dealt with understandings; in the apprecia- 
tion type we deal with values. Here we reach the bed rock of life. 
It is what men value that stamps their characters and molds their 
conduct. On the whole people do what they like; experience shows 
that they often know this to be wrong; and the inevitable educa- 
tional inference is that the most basic task of home or school is to 
make them like, or value, what is good." 1 This quote is by Morrison, 
with approval, from Ruth Mary Weeks. He himself goes on to say, 
"The learning product attached to any particular value is a simple 
recognition of worth. 'Appreciation* means 'putting a value to.' 
It Is not the outcome of any reasoning process whatever; it is not 
a reasoned conviction, . . . The young person in the present age 
of science is prone to find it hard to accept the principle. He is na- 
tively inclined to ask *Why' and he easily carries his hyfertrophied 

1 Henry Clinton Morrison, Practice of Teaching in the Secondary School, Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1931, pp. 339-340. 
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scientific attitude over into fields which belong to an utterly different 
kingdom of human culture." 2 

As a rejoinder, we might ask why we do certain things even 
though we "know" them to be wrong. The answer in many cases 
seems to be that, although a person may be aware that certain ac- 
tions are commonly considered wrong, he himself is not fully con- 
vinced and is not disposed, therefore, to conform. On the other hand, 
one may want something so much that he is willing to run chances 
of getting caught and having to undergo whatever consequences 
may ensue the principle of a calculated risk. And again, one may 
misbehave without realizing that he is so doing even though he may 
have been able, were he asked, to quote verbatim the violated law. 
He simply did not realize that that was what the law meant, or per- 
haps that it meant him. 

The point we wish to make is that in none of these three explana- 
tions (and there are others) is it a matter of understandings and 
values being utterly separate from one another. An individual, "see- 
ing" a thing in a certain way, will assign it one value; "seeing" it in 
a different way, he will assign it a different value. A concrete pave- 
ment may be seen as splendid for automobile travel but very bad 
for travel on horseback. 

Speaking psychologically, a value-conviction represents the af- 
fective; an insight or understanding represents the cognitive. And, 
if there is any validity to the psychological view underlying relativis- 
tic thought, a change in the affective can be achieved only by initiat- 
ing a change in the cognitive. Conviction of value like or dislike, 
respect or disrespect is the outcome of intellectual "seeing," or in- 
sight. Change in belief or conviction or attitude can be achieved 
only by way of change in insight or understanding. Thus, in learn- 
ing, the cognitive comes first and the affective follows. 

On the other hand, in an action situation the reverse is true. A 
wish, want, or desire (affective) is felt, and, in consequence, in- 
sights (cognitive) are sought as to how the want may be satisfied. 
In such case, the affective comes first and the cognitive follows. In 
no case do the two cognitive and affective, insights and values 
belong to "utterly different realms of human behavior." They are 
inextricably connected the one to the other in human action. A given 
evaluation carries with it a given "feeling tone"; it cannot be avoided 
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Teaching theory and procedures will go awry in the degree to which 
they violate this principle. 

What does the idea of appreciation as evaluation mean for teach- 
ing appreciation? An experience with one of my sons may be used 
as an example. He had always been happy with his mother's cooking, 
but had never been particularly impressed by it. During high school, 
however, he and several other boys had decided to take a home- 
economics course and had just been studying custard pudding 
when by coincidence his mother had one for lunch. He tasted it, he 
looked at it noting its consistency, his eyes widened, and he ex- 
claimed, "Mother! You'd get an A on this pudding!" Many times 
before had he eaten his mother's custard but never before had he 
realized how good it was. He had liked it, yes. But he had not 
possessed the insights necessary to evaluate its excellence. In other 
words, he had not really appreciated what he was getting. 

In this case, because of the excellence of the object under scrutiny, 
heightened appreciation led to heightened respect. Many are the 
times, I expect, when you have done something for, or given some- 
thing to, someone and afterwards wished that he had genuinely ap- 
preciated what he was getting. 

When I was a youngster I was completely happy when listening 
to a male quartet or the town band. But a symphony orchestra left 
me cold. And for more years after voting age than I care to admit, 
symphonic productions failed to impress me as I perhaps "knew" 
that they should. But, possibly vaguely realizing something of what 
we have been here discussing regarding appreciation and realizing 
that musical connoisseurs seemed to derive much enjoyment from 
symphonies, I began to listen to them seriously. 

I sought out the purpose, and listened in light of that purpose. I 
noted what was done with melodic line; the endless variety in which 
even the simplest was expressed. I noted, not the absence, but the 
variety of rhythm which was employed and came to be delighted 
with it rather than bored. I began to give attention to individual 
instruments, to separate them out from the ensemble and from time 
to time to follow them through, to watch them as they took domi- 
nant roles and again receded into the background; and afterwards, 
upon again attending to the overall effects, I was amazed at the in- 
creased depth and breadth of harmonic timbre or quality which 
I came to feel as exquisite. 

As a result of study such as this, although I continued to respect 
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the efforts of its members, the town band quickly lost its glamour. 
And male quartets, even though excellent as such, progressively 
more and more gave me a feeling of shallowness which fell far short 
of the depth and breadth of emotional satisfaction which a symphony 
could evoke. 

This is not to say that I no longer enjoy a local band or a male 
quartet. I cannot say that I enjoy them as much as I used to; I really 
do not know. I do know that I become pained with off-pitch and 
flat-quality notes which at one time I did not "hear." But I am now 
much more appreciative of and impressed by the efforts put forth. 
And when, on occasions, I hear productions in which much more 
is obtained from a given instrumentation than can ordinarily be ex- 
pected, it gives me a real kick. 

It might be noted that, when looking at the overall outcome of 
enhanced appreciation even when appreciation is taken as evalua- 
tion, heightened appreciation does lead to heightened enjoyment. 
But this does not gainsay, it merely emphasizes, what has previously 
been said. For there is much of good in even the poorest aspects of 
life if we can only see it and thereby enjoy it; and that is the mean- 
ing of appreciation as evaluation. 

One of the very important implications of considering apprecia- 
tion as evaluation is that democratic teaching of appreciation be- 
comes a logical possibility. For teaching then does not have to be 
indoctrinative. It is the study itself, conducted in a democratically 
organized classroom, which determines commitment. If apprecia- 
tion is taken to mean warm approval, then, logically, teaching ap- 
preciation means teaching warm approval. Such a process is indoc- 
trinative, therefore undemocratic, whether the object of study merits 
approval or disapproval. 

If democracy is considered as equality of opportunity to partici- 
pate in the process of reaching decisions and equality of obligation 
to live in accordance with such decisions until they may be demo- 
cratically reconsidered and altered, then no predetermined decisions 
or commitments may democratically be presented to a group for un- 
considered or unquestioning acceptance. Any and all proposals, 
whether in class or out, which are presented to a group for possible 
adoption must be subjected to consideration if the group so desires. 
If it does not so desire, that is its choice; it has had opportunity 
to do its own evaluating. 

What mystifies most teachers is how they can give children op- 
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portunities to make their own choices, yet give the guidance and 
training in making the wise choices teachers know they are obli- 
gated to give. This dilemma is avoided democratically only if and 
when the group overtly adopts criteria for Tightness, truthfulness, or 
wisdom on the basis of which criticism will be made and judgment 
reached (see Chapter n). Thus, in order to determine whether a 
piece of music is good, it will first be necessary to decide what it is 
to be good for. If good for dancing, then the means for determining 
is more or less obvious. One has to decide what constitutes good 
dancing and choose music which promotes it. 

The democratic obligation of living up to adopted decisions is 
satisfied, in a reflective study, by living up to the adopted criteria. 
Each proposal, regardless of who proposed it, must stand criticism 
on the basis of those criteria. Hence, whatever is necessary should 
be done to make pupils criticize the teacher's answers or sugges- 
tions as freely as they do their own. 

However, no individual student is to be in any way coerced into 
liking the adopted criteria or the conclusions which those criteria 
require. What he likes or dislikes is a pupil's own business. He must 
only differentiate clearly between criticism on the basis of the 
adopted criteria and expression of his personal preferences. Adopted 
criteria and conclusions based upon them must be respected, in 
the sense of being followed for the purpose of the study. But they 
need not be liked, or considered as the ones which should have been 
adopted, any more than an individual voter should be required to 
believe that the majority which elected a president was right. An 
evaluational basis adopted at one time must be employed for that 
time. But it may later be changed. And it is discontent with a pre- 
vious decision which promotes change. 

Nevertheless, while a given evaluational basis is in force, it not 
only makes evaluational or appreciational study possible but also 
makes it possible to be democratic, because teacher and pupil alike 
can be required to use it and be subject to it as the basis for evalua- 
tion or criticism. 

Thus, in myriad ways which are only suggested by these exam- 
ples, teachers of appreciation-type subjects may in a thoroughly dem- 
ocratic, nonindoctrinative but highly effectual way help students to 
make great strides toward heightened enjoyment of that which is 
good. But such enjoyment must be real, not simulated. Youngsters 
will come to like good stuff because they see why it is good, not 
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because teacher said so. A teacher is, in effect, letting nature take 
her course; giving good stuff an opportunity to hoe its own row; 
not trying weakly to uphold the arms of something which needs no 
upholding. And does this not mean, in the mind of a teacher, high 
respect for that which he deems good; a feeling that the matter at 
hand can carry its own load? 

And one further point. The foregoing outlook on the teaching of 
appreciation means that no subjects in the curriculum are exclusively 
appreciation-type, and vice versa. There is much appreciation to be 
gained in mathematics, science^ woodwork, and commercial 
courses. For mathematical or scientific principles may be as much a 
work of art as a bronze statue, and as much an object of apprecia- 
tion. A teacher in woodwork who fails before, during, and after 
execution to have a student consider carefully and ably the overall 
as well as the detailed design of a piece which he is making, will fail 
to teach appreciation, will probably achieve a low-quality product, 
and will doubtless fail to help this student gain the independence 
which will enable him to carry on after school is over. 

So it would seem that to consider appreciation as evaluation en- 
ables a teacher to accomplish all that die other definition implies, 
and considerably more. Is there any question, then, as to which defi- 
nition should be adopted? 
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Religion and 
Character Education 



A RELATIVISTIC RELIGION 

THE philosophy of relativism may conveniently be said 
to take its start in recognition of the proposition that an object or 
event can neither be perceived nor conceived as a thing-in-itself ; that 
it can be humanly dealt with only as a figure against a background 
and viewed by an observer from a given vantage point and in light 
of the ideals or insights which he possesses. In other words, in light 
of experiential and experimental knowledge available today, human 
observations cannot be taken as thoroughly passive, mirrorlike re- 
flections of the light waves and other sensory stimuli which come 
to an observer, as John Locke and Isaac Newton took them to be. 
On the contrary, human perception never gets beyond the status 
of human interpretation of what comes to the perceiver in the form 
of light rays, sound waves, etc. Perception as well as conception is 
a cooperative affair, dependent both upon the viewer and the viewe e. 
This is the principle of interaction as applied to the perceptual 
process. 

Perceptual interaction means that nothing can be taken by human 
beings as existing in and unto itself alone; as self-dependent or au- 
tonomous; as separate or absolved from all else; as absolute. This is 
not an explicit denial that some or many things in the universe may 
be that way. It is merely assumption that human beings have no 
warrant for taking them to be that way for assuming absolutes 
and that it therefore behooves human beings to plan and execute 
their lives on the basis of refusal to assume absolutes. 

A philosophic absolute is an entity which is completely and totally 
not subject to, nor affected by, anything other than itself. Hence, 

132 
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philosophic absolutes have to be taken as utterly beyond human 
contrivance of any kind. For example, if a moral code such as the 
Ten Commandments is so considered, then it must be taken as 
sacrosanct, to be altered by human convictions in no way, shape, nor 
form. The Sixth Commandment, "Thou shah not kill/' is then an 
absolute right; any shading or modification whatever represents 
wrong, utter and absolute. In absoluteness there are no degrees. Per- 
fect is perfect, than which there can be none more nor less. 

Perhaps someone wishes to say that no one nowadays thinks of 
the Ten Commandments in this manner. With that I thoroughly 
agree, for I have yet to find anyone, even among the strictest of 
fundamentalists, who does not repeatedly look with equanimity 
upon the taking of life. Even Ghandi considered the taking of plant 
life not objectionable nor was he inclined, I suspect, to consider ac- 
cidental slaying as bad as that which is intentional. 

But that is exactly the point of relativization. Any exceptions what- 
ever represent human intervention and destroy any claim to absolute- 
ness. Yet one can hardly read with care the account in Exodus of 
the deliverance of the Ten Commandments and fail to catch the 
thorough intention that they be considered God-given absolutes. 
The whole pattern of thought underlying the principle of cosmic 
rectitude and of truth which can be ascertained by man only through 
revelation from on high is an absolutistic one. Right is right and 
true is true, whether man likes it or not. One cannot go half way 
with absolutes; it is either all or none. That is what relativistic think- 
ers realize and, frankly recognizing that it is humanly impossible 
to be genuinely absolutistic on any proposition, set out consciously 
to erect a program for living which is overtly and unapologetically 
relativistic. 

Such a purpose means adoption of the proposition that all human 
plans are based on what the planners ta\e the world to be; not on 
what it "really is." And this applies whether we are concerned with 
the realm of truths or the realm of values. Justification both for what 
is taken as true and for what is taken as right is to be found in human 
experience; not in some "higher deliverance.'* To say that some- 
thing is true or is right because God made it so is, therefore, merely 
an excuse to justify one's unwillingness to subject one's beliefs and 
convictions to open and rational consideration. To put it bluntly, a 
relativist is unwilling to use God as a shield behind which to hide 
because he is either unwilling or unable to fight his own battles. Any 
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and all propositions are taken to be true or false, right or wrong, be- 
cause human experience has shown them to be so; not because God 
made them so. 

It should be noted, however, that a relativist is required by the 
logic o his philosophical premises neither to assert nor to deny that 
God created the universe, that God created the truths of the universe, 
that God created the orderliness of nature, or that God determined 
what is right and what is wrong. For the very nature of our assump- 
tions regarding God place Him beyond the realm of human know- 
ing, and a relativist considers it unjustifiable to say that he knows 
when indeed he does not and cannot. A relativist may believe, or dis- 
believe, in God. That is a strictly personal matter. For it is quite 
my right as a person to believe or to disbelieve in something, even 
though I may have for it no rational or valid justification. Difficulty 
arises only when I go further and say, "I know." Believing is one 
thing; knowing is quite another. 

Relativistic philosophy makes belief distincdy personal. It may be 
well, or poorly, grounded; whichever the individual wishes it to be. 
On the other hand, knowing is taken as something distinctly beyond 
personal whim. The one and only sanction for saying, "I know," is 
anticipatory accuracy the accuracy in anticipating or predicting fu- 
ture events which the proposition in question enables a user to 
achieve (see Chapter 4). 

In noting that relativistic premises logically require neither asser- 
tion nor denial of the existence of God, we bring out the point that 
the relativistic position is neither theistic nor atheistic. For theism 
represents adherence to the proposition that God exists, whereas 
atheism represents adherence to the proposition that God does not 
exist. Nor, contrary to statements frequently made, does the relativis- 
tic position represent agnosticism. For agnosticism is basically theis- 
tic: it adheres to the proposition that God and absolute truth do in- 
deed exist but, being infinite, are quite beyond the reach of finite 
minds. 

Herein is located a point of high significance. For if we are theistic 
we cannot consider as really within our ranks anyone who is atheis- 
tic, and vice versa. In fact, for many theists even agnostics are not to 
be tolerated, though these same theists, when really pushed, fall eas- 
ily and without qualms into the agnostic position. 

On the other hand, when one feels that he has no reasonable as- 
surance of either God's existence or nonexistence and feels in conse- 
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quence that he is not justified in casting his influence one way or the 
other, he can join ranks with either theists or atheists on matters of 
mutual concern and will become unhappy only when they become 
insistent that he also join them in their theistic or atheistic credo. 
And such action promotes in him no feelings of guilt nor twinges of 
conscience. And it goes even further. He may harbor a private suspi- 
cion or conviction either that God does or does not exist, as long 
perhaps as he keeps it private and refrains from trying to foist it upon 
someone else. 

It is much as if, three-quarters of a century ago, one might have 
said, "Yes, I am aware that all available evidence seems to show 
clearly that there is no such thing as transmutation of elements. I 
still am convinced, however, that within a hundred years we shall 
witness even man-made transmutations." To such a statement no 
consistent relativist could have offered the slightest objection. He 
might have considered the person "slightly touched" for harboring 
such a conviction, with the evidence at the time so overpoweringly 
to the contrary. But that, in turn, would have been a private convic- 
tion and neither person would, relativistically, have been justified 
in saying to the other, "I f(now that you are wrong and that I am 
right." 

But what, if not personal belief, do relativistic premises logically 
require? Seemingly, it is a working agreement to plan actions and 
live lives on the basis of the assumption not the assertion of self- 
dependency. Even though harboring a conviction of the existence of 
God, a relativist may not with consistency use such faith as a worka- 
day principle. Such faith may be a luxury; the luxury is not denied. 
But do not the hard facts of life seem to indicate that man's own in- 
telligence and wisdom comprise the best means which mankind now 
possesses for determining the ends, ways, and means of planning and 
achieving his destiny? Even Oliver Cromwell seerns to have been of 
this persuasion when, in an address to troops before crossing a river 
to attack an enemy, he advised, "Put your trust in God; but mind to 
keep your powder dry!" 

If it appears that we cannot really depend on God to extricate us 
from our difficulties, we had perhaps better make the assumption that 
we have to depend upon ourselves, and set up a program for living 
in accordance therewith. In this way we secure the advantage of 
whatever we can do for ourselves and, in addition, of whatever help 
God may be able or willing to give. For, if God possesses the attri- 
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butes of love and forgiveness and of more than common human de- 
cency which are attributed to Him, He can hardly be else than grati- 
fied with us for doing what we can for ourselves. And was it not 
Poor Richard's Almanac which assured us that "God helps them 
who help themselves"? 

What we have been saying seems to add up to a position which 
can be characterized, neither as theistic nor as atheistic nor even ag- 
nostic, but as nontheistic. As to assertions regarding God, there is 
none to be made. But, as to assumptions, we have to assume self- 
dependence. We have to deal with a world which is not of our mak- 
ing except as we participate directly in such making. But we have 
to deal with it on moral-ethical bases and with truths which we can 
hardly think as other than homemade. Can we, with sound justifica- 
tion, either credit or blame God for them? Perhaps it is something 
like an author's statement in the preface of a book wherein he gen- 
erously acknowledges help from various sources, but assures his 
readers that he himself must take the rap for what the book con- 
tains. 

It would seem that we are now ready to consider the question, "Is 
a nontheistic religion possible, and, if so, what might be some of its 
salient points?" With reference to this question, we can let Dewey 
do much of the ball-carrying, because it is to this question that he has 
addressed himself in A Common Faith. 

First, in attempting to reach a working definition of religion or 
religious, he indulges in several pages of speculation as to what arti- 
cles or article of faith might be found common to all religions or 
religionists. And, as might be expected, he finds no specific article 
of creed or belief regarding which there is consensus or agreement. 
As to the immaculate conception or even the divinity of Jesus Christ, 
there is great divergence even among Christian faiths. As to the vehi- 
cle for God's revelation, divergence is multifarious. As to the nature 
of God Himself, there seem to be almost as many different beliefs as 
there are believers. Even insistence on the principle of the supernatu- 
ral or of supernatural sanction to truth or morality or creed seems, 
especially today, not to receive universal approval even among those 
who are official representatives of the many religions of the world. 
There are those, of course, who argue that no one is religious who 
fails to subscribe to their particular credos. But so chauvinistic a view 
can hardly be taken seriously. 
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There are those also who argue that, no matter how the term "reli- 
gion" is defined, every human being has one. But this comment, if 
taken as valid, simply serves to emphasize the need for determining 
the nature of this something which everyone is claimed to have. That 
is the question, not the answer. 

The upshot of Dewey's thinking may be roughly expressed by say- 
ing that, if there is anything common to the aims, aspirations, or con- 
victions of mankind which may be called religious, it must be the 
human wish, desire, or hope to make things better. As to what it is 
that requires betterment or what indeed constitutes betterment, there 
is little agreement. Only the desire for it seems common. Many seem 
not even to hope for it in this world; only in the world to come. 

Some see betterment as achievable by carrying out certain rituals; 
some by undergoing emotional crises which they call conversion; 
some by professing faith in God and resolving to be amenable to His 
will; some by setting up 5-, 10-, or 15-year plans and working toward 
their achievement; some by looking toward programs for socioeco- 
nomic reform; some by getting more money than they now have. 

Our point is that, if we can take the desire to achieve human better- 
ment (either for ourselves or for others) as a characterization of that 
which we deem religious, then a religion which is nontheistic is in- 
deed a possibility. For human sanctions can be employed in deter- 
mining ways and means to achieve such a purpose as well as can 
sanctions which are taken to be cosmic. In fact, does hardheaded ex- 
amination of the events of human history show that such sanctions 
have ever been other than human ? It is often claimed that God sanc- 
tions this or that, but each claim invariably turns out to be one made 
by a human being and one based solely upon human conviction. 

What might be the nature of a religion based on the assumption of 
humanly derived ideals and humanly derived truths? An ideal is 
something to hope for; an end or goal to attain if at all possible, or to 
strive toward, if attainment seems impossible; a good which we 
would like sometime to possess. A truth is a principle which indi- 
cates the action necessary to achieve an end; dependable means to an 
end. 

If ideals or ends are taken as God-sanctioned, then man must not 
tamper with them. Therein lies sacrilege. Man has merely to deter- 
mine what means are necessary for their achievement. In other 
words, God-sanctioned ends (which are absolute) are complete jus- 
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tification for any means necessary to attain them; "the ends justify 
the means." Need I enumerate the kinds o deeds which this princi- 
ple has evoked during the course of human history? 

If, on the other hand, ideals or ends are taken as man-sanctioned, 
then whenever man sees that certain ends are not working out as he 
anticipated when he sees certain ends requiring or leading to means 
which seem inhumane or Indecent he has no hesitation in recon- 
sidering his ideals or purposes to see whether indeed they are not in 
need of renovation. Thus, we arrive at Dewey's proposal that an act 
or an effort which is to be considered religious is one in which ends 
and means "the ideal and the actual" are, either or both, so modi- 
fied as to be brought more nearly in keeping with one another. It 
may be that ideals require alteration; it may be that procedures need 
to be changed; or reciprocal adjustment may be indicated. In any 
case, it is man's judgment which is the court of last resort; collective 
judgment^ of course, whenever collective wrongs require adjudica- 
tion. And it is not a kingdom which is indicated, but a democracy in 
which all participate on equal terms in arriving at decisions and all 
are equally obligated to abide by the decisions. Democratic govern- 
ance is the means for achieving relativization of human social values. 
Democracy is a foe of absolutes. 

Thus, what is it that represents divinity if not mankind's perennial 
and indefatigable struggle toward something which he deems better 
than what he now has? And what has placed him above the beasts 
of the field and even the fowls of the air, making him little lower 
than the angels, if not a human mind which can abstract particular- 
ized qualities from concrete situations, transfer them in imagina- 
tion to other situations, and thereby create something new under the 
sun? What higher respect can we show man than this? And, it we 
wish to go further and assume God to be man's creator, what more 
than this has been said of the greatness of God's creation? 

Moreover, there is place in a faith such as this for what, if not su- 
pernatural, is at least superhuman. That represents recognition of 
the oft-demonstrated principle that in union there is strength. In 
working together, on the basis of democratic governance and of em- 
ploying the scientific way to attain truth (which is indeed a demo- 
cratic way), men can and do achieve far more than any or all of them 
can or could possibly achieve by working each to himself alone. The 
idea that a group can rise no higher than its greatest member is 
doubtless a false one, hardly to be taken seriously by anyone who 
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has had opportunity to witness the tremendous achievements of 
modern, cooperative, scientific endeavor. Yes, by working freely and 
amicably together, man is in a real sense able to transcend himself, to 
achieve superhumanity. What more is divinity? 

A relativistic philosophy is one in which faith is freely and frankly 
placed in man himself. Man has to deal with a world which is not of 
his own choosing. But he does so on the basis of truths for which he 
himself is responsible, formulated by means of an inductive-deduc- 
tive method which we call scientific, and on the basis of a value- 
system for which he is disposed to blame no one but himself. What- 
ever may be the assistance he has received from other sources, man's 
truth-system and value-system are taken to be his own responsibility. 
He may take them or leave them as he sees fit. Faith, ideals, truth, 
and commitment all play a real part in a relativistic system of 
thought. 

Yet, though affording man tremendous freedom in ordering his 
way of life, relativistic philosophy is in no wise completely subjectiv- 
ist, solipsistic, or based on the doctrine of absolute free will. Dewey's 
principle of perceptual interaction that what I make of the world 
before me has to be agreeable to that world is a thorough denial o 
solipsism, the * e solace of a wastrel." In the degree to which I enjoy 
freedom in concocting my truth-and-value system, to that degree do 
I shoulder the responsibility for adopting a truth-and-value system 
which is competent and noble* Competence and nobility are not 
forced upon me, nor is there any guarantee that I shall evince them. 
But, when I recognize that competence and nobility will be mine 
only if and when I choose and achieve a way of life which will dis- 
play these virtues, then indeed I see that I must work at the job; that 
I must employ my own resources to their fullest; that I must be a 
disciplined person, one who, though taking my full measure of en- 
joyment of life ? nevertheless must bestir myself in ways not always 
agreeable or enjoyable to do my just part in ordering and carrying on 
the affairs of the world. 

EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 

Although principles to be given fuller development in later chap- 
ters will now have to be drawn upon, it seems that this is a strategic 
place to consider the question of what constitutes proper mode and 
function of religious instruction in the schools. However, since it is 
only in the public schools of a democratic nation that this question 
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precipitates any great problem in basic educational theory, a reader 
might find it desirable first to read our chapters on democratic theory 
and its meaning for education (Chapters 10 and 11). 

No question seems likely to arise with reference to the proposition 
that a school which is legally and openly organized and conducted 
for the purpose of promoting a given religious faith or creed (credo) 
is, at least within that context, thoroughly justified in "teaching" that 
faith or creed openly, effectually, and unapologetically. What may be 
done to children by so doing is not a part of present context; that is 
another question, important though it may be. 

But a question so grave as to constitute a major problem immedi- 
ately arises when the principle of separation of Church and State is 
in operation, together with the assumption that education lies essen- 
tially within the domain of State. This is the situation in the United 
States, and it is one which appears to be receiving full support by 
both Jews and Protestants. American public schools are faced, may 
even be said to be plagued, with this problem, and a satisfactory prin- 
ciple for solving it seems not yet to have been adopted. 

Moreover^ there is an aspect of the problem which is not widely 
recognized as being so; that is character education. Character is com- 
monly recognized as the ability not only to know what is right but 
also to do what is right. Possibly a more precise way to say this is 
that one must desire to do right as well as know what is right before 
he actually will behave with rectitude. Since there is widespread sup- 
port for the conviction that rectitude in behavior is primarily a con- 
cern of Church, there is therefore widespread conviction that char- 
acter education is essentially within the domain of the religious and, 
in consequence, should receive minimal, if any, treatment in public 
schools. 

Since this is a matter of great confusion in American thought, 
public school teachers have sought to avoid becoming enmeshed in 
it and have tended to "stay safe" by holding themselves strictly to the 
irnpartation of information and the avoidance of instruction as to 
what to do about it. This has worked out splendidly, but only to a 
certain point. It accomplishes avoidance of conflict with religious 
groups or agencies. But it also tends to make public school instruc- 
tion an ivory-tower affair. It has led directly, I believe, to the not 
infrequent comment that public school instruction furnishes very lit- 
tle help when young people are faced with the necessity of making 
crucial decisions in life. In other words, it does not help to mold 
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character. Character building is left, therefore, to the hit-and-miss 
effects of forces not held publicly accountable for their impact upon 
the character of American youth, and a matter of vital public concern 
goes by default. The deleterious influences of numerous agencies 
including comics, movies, television, youth gangs, monopolistic 
newspapers, popular magazines, misleading though legal advertise- 
ments, to name only a few are widely decried, though this is not to 
say that all, or even a majority of, the influences of the agencies just 
named fall into the category of deleterious. 

Thus it can be seen that the problems of religious instruction in 
the schools, of character education, and of the teaching of moral and 
spiritual values are not three separate and discrete ones, mutually un- 
related, but instead are slightly varying aspects of one and the same 
problem that of education which deals with values as well as with 
truths; with hearts as well as with heads. And, since the question of 
religious instruction in public schools is current as well as is typical 
of the whole problem, we shall give it some attention. Let us look at 
several generalized patterns by which the problem might be solved, 
each one arising out of a distinctive philosophical orientation. 

Pattern one might be the parochial school principle in which there 
is no problem. Such a school is permitted by our nation and our vari- 
ous states to conduct religious or moral instruction as it sees fit. That 
such instruction represents indoctrination, in the sense of being de- 
signed to promote loyalty to a given doctrine, creed, or life outlook, 
is a statement not likely to invoke disagreement. 

Pattern two might be to conduct moral or religious instruction in 
public schools by releasing pupils for church instruction or by hav- 
ing interested church representatives come to the schools and each 
be assigned a separate room to which pupils go of their own free 
will and choice. What to do with those who choose not to attend at 
all is an administrative problem which is not exactly pertinent here. 
The instruction conducted in such separate gatherings would differ 
in no significant way from that conducted in a parochial school. It 
would be freely and forthrightly indoctrinative. But its constitution- 
ality or legality would probably be questioned by the Supreme Court. 

Pattern three might be to make instruction in morals and religion, 
particularly the latter, purely a matter of acquainting pupils with the 
various religions of the community, or even of the world; with their 
histories and their doctrines or creeds. This, however, would really 
not be religious instruction at all; not of the kind which seemingly is 
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wanted by those who are distressed that public schools give no place 
for religious instruction. This is essentially social-studies instruction, 
making religious aspects of a culture as much a matter of public- 
school study as political, economic, sociological, and other aspects. 
No change from ordinary school policy is involved in this pattern, 
for it is teaching about religion, not "teaching religion." 

For many religious groups, this appears to be as much as public 
schools are asked to do. Moreover, it might be noted parenthetically 
that the same treatment is being actively requested or desired by edu- 
cationists for education itself to acquaint schoolroom youth with 
educational history, purpose, and process as an aspect of human cul- 
ture. Both religion and education are such vital aspects of the life of 
which today's young people are a part that it seems surprising, to say 
the least, that they do not appear somewhere in public-school cur- 
ricula. 

But this pattern, not being really a case of "teaching religion," is 
hardly to be considered as a genuine solution to our problem. Even 
if religious teaching of this kind were inaugurated and it surely ap- 
pears that it should be the problem of teaching religion would re- 
main; certainly that of character education in general. Moreover, a 
mere acquainting process, such as is pattern three, may easily be- 
come merely memorization of isolated informational details, thus 
merely extending the ivory-tower type of instruction and further 
cluttering an already overflowing hodgepodge of mutually isolated, 
nonintegrated items of intellectual lumber to be stored away for 
some remote future which may never come or which, if and when 
occasion finally beckons, has been forgotten. 

Pattern four might be a modification of pattern two except that, 
instead of having the instruction conducted in separate places and 
with separate groups, it would be done with all together in one 
group. In such case, different instructors would be employed, each 
a proponent for his own doctrine or creed, and all heard in succes- 
sion. Thus, each proponent would be entirely free to promote his 
own cause to the extent of his ability and be as indoctrinative, at least 
in effort and intent, as he wished. The institution maintains neutral- 
ity, but no individual instructor has to be so. In fact, if he were neu- 
tral, it might even tend to be detrimental to the entire program, for 
his oudook might not be as vigorously presented as the others and 
be weakened on that account. This is essentially the principle of de- 
bate^ and for such purpose there ordinarily must be a presiding of- 
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ficer who is responsible for maintaining a fair and equal field. This 
function the regular, public-school teacher might be envisioned as 
performing. And for pattern four, we might consider that the proc- 
ess would be terminated after all presentations have been made and 
perhaps each given an additional opportunity for rebuttal. Thus, in 
this way all pupils would be presented with the various alternatives 
and left, each and everyone, to decide for himself. 

Pattern five might come closer to a practical solution by having 
the regular teacher himself take the successive roles of the various 
doctrinal proponents or promulgators and thereby get all views be- 
fore the pupils. This would, of course, require a very capable and 
highly trained teacher, but the task should not be an impossible one; 
at least, it should be close to possible. What would be lost in minor 
unfairnesses would be gained in greater workability and perhaps 
lower overall cost. And, since thoroughly equal individuals in terms 
of indoctrinative power is perhaps not achievable anyway, there 
might be little loss in presentational fairness. That the teacher's own 
personal convictions would be likely always to have a slight advan- 
tage would have to be faced, for a person capable of performing such 
a role would hardly be one who did not have pretty firm or posi- 
tive convictions of his own. But he could exercise care, and his pupils 
could be warned that such advantage should be normally expected 
and that they should use care to identify and guard against it. This, 
as with pattern four, means termination of instruction with the pres- 
entation of various possibilities, leaving each student free to make 
his own choice or choices once he has become acquainted with the 
possibilities. 

Pattern six would be to carry either pattern four or five a step fur- 
ther by inaugurating group study of the relative tenability of each 
doctrine or creed in light of the others; study designed to supply to 
young persons the assistance of a mature mind in the process of mak- 
ing their own choices. This assistance could be of more than one 
kind. For pattern six, we may assume it to be that in which the 
teacher adroitly but firmly "guides" the pupils along the lines of his 
own convictions and leads them to arrive at his own conclusions. To 
do this, he must perhaps be a kindly person, one who is attractive 
and likable, one who can use humor and other entertaining devices 
effectually, who is scholarly in the sense of knowing the strengths 
of his own position and especially the weaknesses of others, who 
can and does sense the mind-workings of his pupils and can gauge 
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his own reactions accordingly; in short, a teacher who possesses and 
ably employs all the arts of a persuader. Above all, he must appear 
never to be attempting that kind of thing. This pattern, of course, is 
not a democratic one. It is propagandic or indoctrinative, but per- 
haps far more effectual than either patterns one or two. For it pre- 
pares pupils ahead of time, while they are still under the influence of 
the teacher, to meet the countervailing influences of other views or 
convictions which in a free society they are bound to meet sooner or 
later. This is the method of effectual salesmanship, in which a pro- 
spective customer's thinking is cleverly manipulated along a desired 
line. 

Pattern seven might employ any or all of the methods, outlined in 
patterns three through six, for getting the various views before the 
pupils. And, as with pattern six, there would be the further step of 
studying the relative tenability of the various views so that a mature 
mind is at hand, actively assisting the immature ones in the process 
of forming their own convictions. However, contrary to pattern 
six, there would be a subtle but real difference in the teacher's pur- 
pose. Now, the purpose would be expressed if the teacher should ad- 
dress the pupils by saying, "I'm not trying to make you good; Fm 
trying only to help you become more discerning, or wiser, as a re- 
sult of our study than you were before it." In other words, it would 
be like trying to help a batter know "what's on the ball" which is 
pitched to him so that he may be better able to do with it what he 
wishes. The meaning of the word "good," as italicized above, is that 
a pupil should act or feel as the teacher might believe he should. In- 
stead, the purpose would be to help pupils reach considered convic- 
tions, which might or might not be exactly those which the teacher 
envisions at the outset. 

To help students toward an end such as this, at least in a planned 
and organized way, is a process rarely achieved even in schools in 
the United States. It is a process which must be clearly understood, 
carefully planned, and masterfully executed. It is perhaps fostered by 
our national culture to a degree equaled nowhere else in the world. 
But it is far from clearly understood, if at all, by the American teach- 
ing profession. 

To conduct a study, the end of which is not even known at the 
beginning yet is one in which the teacher is to be of real and signifi- 
cant help to the pupils, is what may be sought in what has been called 
"the workshop way of learning." The group-process or group-dy- 
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namics movement is doubtless aimed in this direction. Yet \ve have 
to admit a considerable degree of skepticism that via those move- 
ments much headway has been made. In order to avoid pattern six, 
the leader be he teacher, resource person, or what has to be so 
careful to avoid taking an unjustifiably dominant role that he is 
usually forced to "hide his light under a bushel," and the process 
tends to become one of "the blind leading the blind." In its worse 
forms, it is even deemed preferable that the leader not even know 
what outcomes should be expected, so that he will assuredly avoid a 
dominating or indoctrinative role. 

Thus, we are faced with the problem of achieving thought guid- 
ance without "thought control," seemingly one of the knottiest prob- 
lems of American education today and one which we shall not pur- 
sue further in this chapter. We shall return to it in chapter n, after 
consideration of the nature of democracy. For pattern seven, in its 
possible variety of forms, seems to be the only one of the foregoing 
which can be deemed genuinely democratic. Patterns one and two 
are openly and unapologetically indoctrinative or dogmatic; pattern 
six not as openly so, but certainly subtly indoctrinative. Patterns 
three, four, and five are anarchistically permissive in form. Ideally, 
a teacher would avoid influencing pupil convictions at all, though 
this is practically a human impossibility and is ordinarily less achiev- 
able when pupils are not aware of the problem and of the teacher's 
convictions than when they are. 

Pattern seven, by focusing the attention of classroom study upon 
arrival at personal convictions or beliefs, hence values, causes such 
study to become axiological as well as epistemological; to affect the 
heart as well as the head. And the reader is advised, after reading 
chapter n, to recall what is said at the end of the first part of this 
chapter about the close kinship among democracy, philosophic rela- 
tivism, and a religious outlook which may justifiably be called non- 
theistic, all leading with seemingly high logicality to an educational 
program which is genuinely promotive of the development of char- 
acter. 
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CHAPTER 10 

A Definition 
of Democracy 



ALTHOUGH since 1930 the literature of professional 
education has indicated widespread recognition of the proposition 
that all public educational policy in this nation should be based on 
the assumption of democratic commitment, there has been little tend- 
ency to carry the thought much further. What to do about it or how 
it should make educational practice differ from what it would be 
under antidemocratic commitment has, to say the least, not received 
the attention it deserves. Yet, if there is any point in bringing up 
democracy at all, it would seem that we ought to become clear as to 
what to do about it. 

One may wonder why such a situation should exist. It would seem 
as if a nation, approaching two centuries of democratic commitment, 
would by now have clearly worked out the major aspects of demo- 
cratic educational policy. In many ways great headway has been 
made. The percentage of persons of school age who are in school, es- 
pecially at secondary and collegiate levels, is amazingly high when 
compared with other nations. Dictation by central governmental 
authority is conspicuous for its absence. School personnel enjoys 
great freedom in carrying on educational practices which it deems 
wise and in inaugurating new practices which it is convinced that it 
should. Yet thoughtful persons who are thoroughly informed as to 
the way classes are handled in the United States are far from happy 
with what is being done. They are distressed with the many ways in 
which such practices are little, if any, different from what they would 
be under dictatorial auspices. 

To the present writer it seems that the reason for such a situation is 
not hard to find. Experience with professional groups, large or small, 
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shows a clear tendency to shy away from the question, "What does 
democracy mean for teaching?" And that condition holds, seem- 
ingly, because we in educational circles are far from clear or agreed 
as to what we mean by democracy. We are not alone to blame, be- 
cause our population as a whole seems little better off. But it would 
seem that the problem of making ourselves clear on the meaning of 
democracy, and what to do about it educationally, is one of the first- 
line problems in educational theory, if not the most pressing one. 
With leadership in world affairs almost forced upon this nation to- 
day, it behooves us to understand matters of national policy, and the 
very meaning of the democratic ideal is surely one of these. 

This writer makes no apologies for repeatedly speaking and writ- 
ing on the matter of democracy. His feeling is that, if any apology is 
due, it is for not doing more of it. The extensive literature on democ- 
racy, both within education and without, is rife with glittering gen- 
eralities and half-thoughts. To say that democracy cannot be defined 
is doubtless absurd, but to say that it is not being clearly defined is 
stating the case mildly. 

Before considering possible definitions, I would like to make a 
proposal which I believe would, if followed, do much toward secur- 
ing agreement as to what we mean by democracy. I wish to propose 
a set of criteria which might, and I believe should, be adopted to 
determine the adequacy, the suitability, or the propriety of any pro- 
posed definition. Until we agree on what a definition should do, we 
can hardly agree on a definition. My proposal is that a definition 
should: (i) indicate with clarity any line of action which may be in- 
volved; (2) differentiate sharply among alternatives; (3) avoid self- 
contradiction; (4) be as precise as feasible; and (5) in light of the 
foregoing, represent as much of consensus among probable users as 
is possible. 

These criteria are formulated on the assumption that the purpose 
of having a term at all is to use it for communication among human 
beings. The fifth criterion is proposed, therefore, so as to take advan- 
tage of whatever common usage or understanding has already been 
achieved, thereby reducing to a minimum the necessity of learning 
and using new terms and new meanings. But full consensus is rarely 
achieved, even among our most commonly used words, so we hope 
only to work toward it rather than to achieve it. Moreover, consensus 
on a definition which would violate one or more of the first four cri- 
teria would hardly prove satisfactory. 
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Clarity of a meaning can hardly be expressed other than in terms 
of possible lines of action; hence criterion i. That is Charles Sanders 
Peirce's proposal as to the only way in which meanings may be made 
clear, and it is ordinarily taken as the historical starting-point for the 
Peirce-James-Dewey line of pragmatic thought. According to Peirce, 
if between two ideas or thoughts there is no appreciable difference 
in terms of consequent action, there is no appreciable difference be- 
tween the ideas. 

Criterion 2 seems highly important because in common practice 
it is so often overlooked. In defining terms, we commonly confine 
ourselves to the positive side alone. Does the term express what I 
want it to express ? We fail to turn it about and consciously consider 
whether it denies what we wish denied. That is the difficulty, for ex- 
ample, with saying that democracy means freedom, which indeed it 
does. But anarchy also means freedom, and, even in dictatorship, 
freedom is never completely absent. Thus, to speak of democracy as 
freedom or liberty and nothing more represents gross failure to dif- 
ferentiate among alternatives. 

Criterion 3 is also highly important. For self-contradictions cause 
one to be one's own enemy probably one of the worst and, in com- 
munication, to foster frequent confusion or misunderstanding on the 
part of communicatee, if not of communicator. 

Criterion 4 may not be as important as the others, but it would 
seem highly desirable. For to speak with simplicity is promotive of 
understanding and it would seem that, if one should ever speak un- 
derstandably, it would be in the definition of terms. 

With the foregoing as preliminary, let us give thought to what we 
should take as the meaning of democracy. And the word "should" is 
used here intentionally, with the idea that, if we agree to be bound 
by the five above criteria, we shall be required to reject certain defini- 
tions and to accept others, possibly only one. 

We have already noted a major obstacle in the way of defining 
democracy as freedom and saying nothing more. Freedom is unques- 
tionably involved, but, on freedom, democracy seems to hold no mo- 
nopoly. Indeed, complete and unlimited freedom is expressed by the 
term anarchy (without rule) rather than democracy (power in the 
hands of a people). It seems, however, that there are two major us- 
ages in which democracy and anarchy freedom, unlimited are 
thoroughly confused with one another. One is to say that, if we 
would have democracy in our schools, we shall have to let children 
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do what they want to do. To leave the members of any group en- 
tirely free to do what they, each and all, want to do is anarchy; and 
anarchy breeds chaos. No democratic people has ever tried to dis- 
pense with properly enacted law nor with the requirement of con- 
formance to such law, enforced if necessary. The coercive function 
of democratically enacted law is a concept which seems to involve 
no self-contradiction; yet, if democracy were to mean complete free- 
dom, it would indeed be self -contradictory. 

An aspect of this view, when applied outside of classrooms, is the 
insistence by press, radio, and chambers of commerce that democracy 
means freedom from governmental restraint. Moreover, nonschool 
personnel are far from alone in this insistence. Thousands of Ameri- 
can educators are thoroughly imbued with the conviction that any 
form of governmental regulation, particularly at the federal level, is 
a breeder of totalitarianism, if it does not constitute totalitarianism 
itself. Some persons even go so far as to argue that, because coercion 
is always present in one form or another, no court action can possibly 
be democratic. Usually such an argument can be brought up short 
by asking whether one would not rather be tried in an American 
court than in one in Russia. When careful thought prevails, there is 
little question that coercion is an aspect of democracy; coercion 
needed to promote compliance with duly enacted law. 

A second way in which democracy and anarchy are commonly 
confused is in the contention that "pure democracy" is an impossibil- 
ity because not all men are angels. The thought apparently is that, if 
everyone were angelic, then everyone would not only want what is 
right but also %now what is right. But the everyday world is not 
made up that way; many are those who fall short, either by not 
knowing what is right or by preferring not to do right. Since in such 
cases coercion has to be practiced in order that chaos may be avoided, 
then democracy is practical only to a limited extent. Moreover, if 
complete democracy is not possible anyway, then why be serious 
about democracy at all? The pessimism engendered by such thought 
is far too prevalent today for comfort. Such confused thinking cries 
out for clarification. 

A view which requires particular attention here, because of its 
high incidence in sophisticated educational literature, is that democ- 
racy can be defined in terms of some form of the expression, respect 
for individuality. The following quotations, all from recent publica- 
tions, are indicative. 
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The distinctive quality of the democratic principle seems to reside in the 
emphasis that is given to individual freedom.* 

... the fostering and development o distinctive personalities . . . 2 

The heart of the American value-system is faith in and respect for the com- 
mon man that is, for the individual irrespective of his religion, color, occu- 
pation, political views, or social position. 3 

This [a democratic environment] means an atmosphere in which the su- 
preme worth of each individual personality is recognized. 4 

Democracy is a form of social organization which holds that the optimal 
development of the individual, of all individuals, represents the highest good. 5 

Our argument is not that, for all authors quoted, the above ex- 
cerpts are fully representative. We merely wish to indicate the preva- 
lence of the expression. It is true, however, that employment of the 
expression is seldom accompanied by adequate elaboration or clarifi- 
cation. Repeatedly, it is asserted that respect for individuality does 
not mean unbridled individualism or anarchism, but how to make 
sure that such an implication will not be drawn from the expression 
is seldom, if ever, made clear. 

The point which we wish to emphasize is that to define democracy 
in terms of respect for individuality (or of concern for the general 
welfare, or of anything similar) leads one away from democracy 
rather than toward it. We do not question that ends such as these are 
a major concern of democratic-minded persons. Democracy is de- 
sired because it is sensed or seen as the most likely way to attain such 
ends. But to define a process in terms of ends to be achieved is to 
make ends justify means. Therefore, any and all means (processes) 
are justifiable in the degree to which they promote the end. In other 
words, any process which promotes the end receives approval. Logi- 
cally then, benevolent despotism might be even more democratic 
than democracy itself. For it is conceivable that an action might be 
democratic yet be such as to promote </srespect for individuality or 
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lac\ of concern for the general welfare, whereas despotic action 
could hardly be termed benevolent if such should be the case. Hence, 
equating democracy with respect for individuality does violence to 
our third criterion for a satisfactory definition; it promotes self-con- 
tradiction. 

Democracy is widely recognized as a way perhaps the only way 
in which people may get what they themselves want, rather than 
get what someone else believes they should want. It is not a question 
of whether what they get is good or bad, helpful or harmful. If what 
a people has decided it wants turns out later to fall short of anticipa- 
tions, the way is open for a new decision. Whether the decision was 
good or bad, whether it represented respect for individuality or not, 
had no bearing on whether it was a democratic or an undemocratic 
decision. The mere fact that a person elected to public office turns 
out afterwards to have been a poor choice does not, of itself, cause us 
to characterize the election as undemocratic. We may have chosen 
unwisely, even though we may have been thoroughly democratic in 
so doing. Democracy makes no guarantee against errors in judg- 
ment. 

Evidently, many of us are so convinced that democratic decisions 
will assuredly be good ones that we think it in no way amiss to de- 
fine the one in terms of the other. We have seen or believe we have 
seen, during the course of human history, that peoples have tended 
to fare poorly under autocratic rule and better under democratic. In 
consequence, we have come to believe that democratic organization 
is more likely to achieve desired ends, such as general welfare and 
respect for individuality, than governmental organization of any 
other kind. But we should not confuse the anticipated or desired 
end with means of achieving it. The latter should not be defined in 
terms of the former. 

Whenever we define democracy in terms of product rather than of 
process, we defeat the very end we are seeking. If, in effect, we say to 
a people that it may make its own decisions only as long as they do 
not encroach upon respect for individuality, we limit its sovereignty. 
In each case of presumed encroachment, human judgment in some 
form or other has to be invoked to say whether encroachment exists, 
and this means that the decision of the judging group takes preced- 
ence over the previous decision of the people as a whole. To that de- 
gree the people is not sovereign. 

If we argue that such a situation is desirable because a people is 
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likely at times to overstep itself, to be hasty, or in some other way to 
evince poor judgment, we are merely saying that we do not believe 
in democracy; we do not believe that a people will, in the long run, 
conduct its affairs more wisely if it makes its own decisions than if 
decisions are made for it. This point is crucial. Either we believe in 
democracy or we do not. If we do not believe in it, then let us not em- 
ploy the subterfuge of talking as if we do. 

This is a point which must be emphasized. When we identify de- 
mocracy with any commitment other than to a way in which further 
commitments shall be reached, we merely say that we, the people, 
are not sovereign. If, for example, democracy is equated with private 
enterprise, we are estopped from making decisions which may have 
anything to do with modification of private enterprise. The same 
goes for democracy itself. If we put beyond the jurisdiction of a peo- 
ple the question of whether to continue democracy, that is limitation 
of sovereignty even though the limitation may be such as to keep that 
people from putting further limitations upon itself. It is not tin demo- 
cratic to enable a people to put limitations upon itself; most laws 
represent some form of limitation. It is not democratic to deny them 
the opportunity so to do, whenever and in whatever way they may 
wish. If sovereignty means anything, this is it. 

That this is dangerous doctrine is readily admitted. Democracy is 
not a haven for the fearful. It is dangerous to be free; one may do 
either bad things or good. If we are unwilling to trust ourselves, then 
we do not desire democracy. Writers who speak disparagingly of 
"tyranny of the masses" have almost surely shown their hand. And 
the cards are not those of democratic commitment. 

Process? or product? If governmental power and authority are to 
be of a people and by a people, then the process of governance has to 
take precedence over any particular product of that process, be it con- 
sidered or hasty, good or bad, wise or unwise. Our third criterion for 
a definition avoidance of self-contradiction is violated if we say 
that a government of a people and by that people must also be for 
(the good of) that people. If democracy is to mean popular sover- 
eignty, then it is self-contradiction to establish limitations. Hence, 
whatever formal definition we reach has to be one of process; not 
product. 

With popular sovereignty or power in the hands of a people taken 
as an essential aspect of what is commonly understood to be demo- 
cratic, need anything more be said? Perhaps there is, because of the 
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equally persistent idea of majority rule. Somehow or other, we seem 
unable to think of democracy without the majority-rule stipulation. 
On the other hand, is there any way in which majority rule might 
conceivably become undemocratic? Seemingly, there is. 

A basic purpose of democratic organization is doubtless to hold 
open the way for continual making and remaking of the way of life 
of a people; to guarantee that orderly change shall be possible when- 
ever that people desires it. And, since ideas for change always origi- 
nate with a minority usually a very small one , this means con- 
tinuous protection of the right of any minority to speak of change 
and to labor for its effectuation. Hence, if ever a majority should be- 
come so solidified in its thinking and in its possession of the power 
necessary to carry out its thought as to prevent expression of minority 
dissent, it would indeed become dictatorial. This is widely recog- 
nized as a grave threat to a democratic nation when it embarks upon 
a major war. The very danger of any threat to all-out wartime effort 
may cause the majority which demands the effort to require that no 
expression of opposition to such effort shall be tolerated. Thus, any 
and all minorities may be prohibited from attempting to change the 
majority will. 

Yet it seems equally clear that any expression which is taken to be 
the popular will has to be the expression of a simple majority. When- 
ever an American stops to think that a two-thirds majority makes it 
possible for one vote in opposition to a proposal to balance two votes 
in favor, he gets the feeling that it is "not quite fair." 

A person brought up in the United States of America is pretty well 
inured to the idea of "equal rights," "no special privileges," "all men 
created equal," and the like. If I am fined for overparking or exceed- 
ing a speed limit, I may not like it. But, unless I believe that others 
have done likewise without fines, I do not think it unfair. When I 
vote for a losing cause, I feel that my loss is unf air only if and when 
the winners won because their votes counted more than did those of 
the losers. For us, equality is a revered concept. 

Yet, if we call it "equalitarianism," we are not sure. Between equal- 
ity and equalitarianism there seems to be a difference. Whatever dif- 
ference there may be is, of course, in terms of our own usage. What is 
that usage? Equality may be achieved in many ways. Being sup- 
posedly "created equal" is only one way, and even this expression has 
different meanings for different persons. Equalitarianism is often 
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used as an expression of reproach and, even when not, it seems com- 
monly to designate some form or degree of equal distribution of 
goods; the produce of a culture is to be distributed equally among 
the people. 

If democracy were taken to mean equalitarianism in this sense, it 
would indeed mean a socialistic economy and would be logically op- 
posed to capitalistic laisscz jaire. This appears to be the basis for the 
claim by Russian Communists that theirs is a democratically oriented 
nation. But equality in this sense is an economic rather than a politi- 
cal term. Either Russia or the United States, politically diverse as they 
are, could decide from time to time to become more or less equalitar- 
ian in terms of distribution of the nation's goods. In fact, both na- 
tions have made significant changes of this kind during the past half- 
century. Yet these changes have only indirectly, if at all, changed 
their basic political patterns. In fact, it may be easier for a dictator- 
dominated nation to become economically more equalitarian than 
for a nation which is predominantly democratic, because fewer per- 
sons have to become convinced of the advisability of the change. It 
is to be granted, of course, that economic or financial power may be 
and often is used for political purposes. In such case, a democratic 
nation might well become less democratic, slowly or quickly, de- 
pending upon circumstances. But to say that two aspects of a culture 
are causally related to one another does not mean that these aspects 
are identical. 

On the other hand, in this nation and elsewhere are many who are 
firmly convinced that democracy means capitalistic laissez faire. De- 
mocracy and freedom, they argue, go hand in hand, and, if a man is 
not free to conduct his business as he chooses, he has been bereft of 
his democratic rights. This argument is directly opposite to that with 
which the preceding paragraph began, and the later comments in 
that paragraph would seem to apply equally here. In fact, it may even 
be noted that during the past quarter-century dictatorial Russia's 
major moves may have been toward capitalism, whereas those in the 
United States have been in the other direction. Yet Russia has seem- 
ingly not become less dictatorial, nor the United States less demo- 
cratic. 

Evidently, whenever a definition of democracy is in terms of a par- 
ticular economic system, it does violence to our second criterion 
that a definition should "differentiate sharply among alternatives" 
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and, perhaps even more, it violates our third criterion by failing to 
avoid self-contradiction. In the first place, as we have shown, either 
political form can inaugurate economic changes in either direction 
and not, by virtue of that act itself, change its own political char- 
acter. In the second place, if the original meaning of democracy 
(demos, the people; kratos, authority) is to be preserved, it is self- 
contradictory to designate certain areas or ways in which a people 
may not be in authority. Democratically, a people may on its own 
authority decide to limit itself to delegate authority temporarily to 
some other group or person. But to make such action permanent or 
final, as incorporating it in the definition certainly would do, would, 
as far as that action is concerned, deny the very point of the idea or 
concept. What is this, if not self-contradiction? 

Just what kind of equality is it that we feel is democracy itself? 
Seemingly, it is political equality equality in terms of governance, 
Even though the practice may have been spearheaded by both Dewey 
and Bode, it appears misleading to say that democracy is a "way of 
life" rather than a form of government. The "rather than" seems to 
be inadvisedly used. Democracy may well be considered a way of 
life, in the sense of being applicable whenever two or more persons 
are gathered together in a mutual enterprise. If rules of governance 
are to be set up, then whether to have democracy is a pertinent ques- 
tion. But democracy always pertains to government, whether it be 
national politics, organized athletics, a business enterprise, a bridge 
club, or a sand-lot baseball game. 

It may seem obvious almost to the point of a cliche to say that 
democracy means equality in terms of voting. However, to make it 
focus upon this point to the exclusion of anything else is perhaps not 
so obvious. Let us be explicit. Voting has to do with making deci- 
sions; decisions on matters of group concern. On many matters, of 
course, the group at a given time feels it unnecessary to express con- 
cern. Such failure does not mean that the group does not have juris- 
diction. It simply means that under the circumstances it deems that 
no action is necessary. As often is done by legislative bodies, certain 
legislative action may arise for consideration but not receive an af- 
firmative vote and not be taken. The point is that the people as a 
whole is sovereign and, on whatever matters it decides that action 
should be taken, such action stands. Matters on which it takes no 
action remain in the realm of individual decision; but only because 
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the group as a whole considers it better that way, not because the 
group does not have the right to take action should it choose to 
do so. If popular sovereignty sovereignty by a people means any- 
thing, this is it. To argue that a law may not democratically be passed 
if it "infringes on personal liberty" is a specious argument; convinc- 
ing on first thought but with further consideration found to be un- 
tenable. Few, if any, laws on statute books anywhere fail in one way 
or another to infringe upon personal liberties. The hope is that 
greater liberty will thereby be obtained, but greater liberties are pos- 
sible only as lesser ones are curtailed. 

We recognize that this principle constitutes logical denial of the 
principle of "inalienable rights," on which our nation supposedly 
was founded. But that was seventeenth century political doctrine 
and, in point of fact, was no more the actual basis for political or leg- 
islative enactments then than it is now. Moreover, after the tremen- 
dous twentieth century advances in speed of transportation, com- 
munication, and other means of tying the peoples of the world 
together, the need for explicit statements of more and more rules for 
living together grows continually. For example, legal enactments to 
limit highway speeds to 80 miles per hour would have been the 
height of absurdity, even when I was a child; but are hardly so now. 

In light of the foregoing considerations as well as perhaps of many 
others equally cogent, we come to our proposal as to a definition o 
democracy. We propose that democracy should be defined as equality 
of opportunity to participate in making group decisions and equality 
of obligation to abide by them, once they are made and until they 
are revised or rescinded. 

Let us at once make explicit certain points. 

i. Voting is not an absolute necessity. If a given proposal receives 
"common consent," no vote is necessary. Present practice requires the 
casting of a vote only when dissent is expressed. Voting is a last, not a 
first, resort. Moreover, it is conceivable that in the foreseeable future 
casting ballots will be as antiquated as is riding in two-horse car- 
riages today. In obtaining an expression of popular will, it has even 
today been demonstrated that the method of taking public-opinion 
polls achieves results which are very close to those obtained from bal- 
loting, either on national or on subnational levels. Moreover, how do 
we know that the results of such polls are not, even today, the more 
accurate measures of public opinion? This is only a suggestion as to 
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what the future may bring. The point is that the above definition 
leaves wide open the way for improvement in expression of the "will 
of a people." 

2. No person is required to participate in the making of a decision, 
if he wishes to refrain. The definition requires for him only the op- 
portunity to participate. He should be acutely aware, therefore, that 
whenever he does not actively participate he is, in effect, approving 
whatever decision is reached. He has no right to maintain that he was 
left out; that a vote should be retaken because he did not originally 
participate. He must, of course, be given due notice of what will be 
considered, and when; and time and place must be chosen to equal- 
ize as nearly as possible the convenience of all. But, after a decision 
is reached, it must stand until changed by further, regularly chan- 
neled action. 

3. All are equally bound to live and act in accordance with the 
decision. The definition requires no one to be in favor of a given 
decision if his personal convictions are to the contrary. Nor does it re- 
quire that he refrain from voicing disapproval. Herein is where mi- 
nority rights are protected. The minority right is to disapprove; but 
not to disobey. Minority disapproval may in time lead to revision or 
rescission but, until such takes place, obedience is a democratic re- 
quirement. Hence, police action against legal offenders, as long as it 
itself maintains legality, is in no wise undemocratic. 

Since we have rejected a number of current definitions of democ- 
racy on the basis of violation of one or more of the criteria which we 
have proposed, we are obligated to subject our above definition to 
the same tests. Although, in light of the foregoing discussion, it may 
be more or less clear that these criteria have been actively function- 
ing in the entire process of arriving at the definition, it may be well 
now to make their application explicit. 

i. The line of action required by the definition should be clear. 
To make our way of life democratic, two requirements must be satis- 
fied and two only. When decisions are to be made as to that way of 
life, all members of the sovereign or jurisdictional group must be 
guaranteed equal opportunity to participate, and, after any decision 
is made, all are equally obligated to abide by it. Whether a given de- 
cision is wise or unwise, good or bad, conducive to the furtherance 
of democracy or otherwise, is not to be considered when we are 
asked the question, "Is it democratic?" That we might democrati- 
cally decide to eliminate democracy entirely is exactly what the defi- 
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nition means. That would mean an end to democracy, but the very 
genius of the democratic idea is that the process itself can be termi- 
nated in just as orderly a fashion as can any other enactment. It is 
obvious that herein lies danger, but what goods in this life are 
achievable without some very real likelihood of danger? 

2. There is sharp differentiation between the alternative of an- 
archy on the one hand and of autocracy on the other. Anarchy, as 
contrasted with the limited freedom of democracy, is to be taken as 
wwlimited freedom freedom to do as one chooses, regardless of 
group wishes or requirements. This is evidently what those have in 
mind who argue that democracy would be fine "if men were all 
angels," or that democracy is all right as long as it is kept within rea- 
sonable bounds. The underlying thought seems to be that people 
should do as they want as long as they not only want, but also know 
how, to do right; in other words, as long as they behave angelically. 
But this, with certain checks and balances presumably attributable to 
"perfect competition," is the rationale of anarchy known in the 
field of economics as laissez fairs and not of democracy. It is 
vital to the success of democratic organization that this distinction 
between democracy and anarchy be clearly understood and con- 
sistently employed. Our definition makes this possible. 

On the other hand, autocracy is in agreement with democracy in 
placing limitations on personal freedom. However, the limitations of 
autocracy are zf^equal, whereas those of democracy are equal. Auto- 
cratically, favored persons or groups are favored either in law-mak- 
ing or in law abidance or in both. A democratic people may demo- 
cratically decide to designate certain areas for special treatment, as 
when ambulances on emergency runs are given right-of-way along 
busy streets. But such decisions require discriminating judg- 
ment. Care must be taken that the fundamental democratic process 
equality in law-making and law abidance is not jeopardized. For 
example, our national decision to permit wide variations in personal 
financial incomes is fraught with the danger that those with high in- 
come may use it to control votes or to purchase special dispensations 
and thereby violate democratic process. In consequence, many safe- 
guards, such as the Sherman Aiiti-trust Law, are set up. Although 
it may frequently be difficult to determine whether a given decision 
may be wise or unwise in terms of the welfare of a people, our 
definition makes it fairly easy to determine whether it is or was demo- 
cratic. Regardless of what comes from it, a decision is demo- 
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cratic if, and only if, it is democratically reached and democratically 
applied. 

3. Self-contradiction is avoided. In this connection, our entire pre- 
vious discussion of democracy as decision-making is in point and 
need not be repeated here. The same is true of the section dealing 
with democracy as process or product. Only by making clear which, 
in case of diametric opposition, is to be precedent process, or prod- 
uct can this criterion be satisfied. A sovereign people is one whose 
will stands even though it may be a mistaken or ill-advised will. 

This is a matter on which so many writers and speakers appear to 
be confused that it may be the most controversial aspect of the whole 
question of what democracy means. The criterion, for example, of 
respect for individuals as such is certainly vital to the very life of 
democracy. As soon as individuals must, in decision-making, bow to 
some form of statism, democracy is on the way out. But this is what 
equality in law-making and law abidance actually means, so it is 
written into the definition as we have it. The point need not, as well 
as must not, be repeated. It must not be repeated because that would 
fence off an area and place it outside of the realm of decision-mak- 
ing, thereby limiting the sovereignty of the people. This is self-contra- 
diction. It is not questioned that, if a people passes or permits to be 
passed regulations which are disrespectful of individuality, democ- 
racy will to that extent be limited. But the very genius of democ- 
racy, as we have said already, is that democracy can be voluntarily 
and in orderly fashion terminated, if and when a people decides that 
it should be. And if, in the definition itself, this very point of genius 
is denied even on a single matter, then this very point of genius is 
nonexistent from the start. If this is not self-contradiction, what 
is it? 

4. As to preciseness, if there are still parts of the definition which 
can be deleted without loss of what is vital, we shall welcome such 
deletion. But we do not now see the possibility, and we do feel that 
a high degree of preciseness has already been achieved. 

5. Finally, as over many years we have read treatises, listened to 
lectures, participated in discussions, and talked with all manner of 
persons, we have been impressed with three points of agreement on 
the American way, at least as far as the United States people is con- 
cerned. Those are that the people shall be sovereign, that equal 
rights shall be maintained, and that there shall be equal responsibil- 
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ity before the law. These points, we believe, are clearly written into 
the definition. 

After the above is said, popular agreement seems to reach an 
abrupt end. The reason seems to be that then we come to detailed 
implementation. The matter seems to have been succinctly stated one 
time by a friend of mine, after one of our numerous disagreements. 

He said, "E , you and I always seem to agree on the kind of 

thing we want, but we never seem able to agree on how to go 

about getting it." My response, of course, was, "Well, F , I 

think you are entirely correct on that. But, after all, isn't whether 
you get what you want almost entirely dependent on the way you 
go about getting it?" 

Admitting this, however, we must proceed to further realization 
that our wants are never single or even simple; that the multifarious 
wants or purposes which we embrace at any given moment are 
likely in many ways to be at odds or in conflict with one another. 
Hence, in order to avoid continually working toward the defeat of 
our own selves, we need to give attention first to harmonization of 
ends, then to harmonization of means with ends; and it is seemingly 
at this stage that we as a people fall apart. 

The advantage, seemingly, of arriving at clear-cut and workable 
definitions of key concepts in our philosophy of life, such as the con- 
cept of democracy, is that this is a necessary step toward harmoniza- 
tion both among ends and of means with ends. Until we agree on 
what we mean by democracy, we can hardly hope to agree on how 
to get it, or even on whether we really want it. Once we reach a 
working agreement (or at least clarity) on definition, then we can 
make headway in determining what else is in keeping with what 
is defined and, if what is defined should in a given context become 
an end, what means are necessary for its achievement. 

We feel that our definition of democracy does indeed go a long 
way toward catching the spirit of what James Truslow Adams has 
called "The American Dream," and that acceptance of this defini- 
tion, even if it should be only for a limited period of time, will be a 
great aid toward enabling us to reach agreement on many next-steps 
to be taken in terms of democratic educational practice. To indicate 
what some of those next-steps might be will be the purpose of the 
next chapter. 

There are those, however, who are unhappy with our definition, 
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insisting that it is too narrow, that it does not protect minority 
rights, and that it opens wide the door for undemocratic outcomes. It 
is evident that these are persons who are highly committed to 
democracy; dedicated to its continued expansion and refinement. 
We are certainly in league with them; they are on our side and we 
on theirs. But we feel that their sentiments may be getting a bit out of 
hand. 

There is a Midwestern expression, "He wants it so bad, he can taste 
it." One whose die may be cast with a minority group may become 
so sensitive to the necessity for protection of minority rights that he 
overlooks the possibility that the rights of the remainder may 
thereby be overridden. Is this not exactly what the right to filibuster 
has achieved in the United States Senate? And are there not many 
Senators who deplore it, yet hesitate to support its abolition because 
they sense that there might come a time when they themselves would 
wish to use it; when there was something at stake so dear to them that 
they would be unwilling to run the risk of a majority vote to the 
contrary ? 

In our discussion of process versus product (see pp. 151-153), we 
already met this point squarely. We shall not repeat what has been 
said. Our point of insistence is that here resides the crux of the 
whole democratic process. If a people's will is not to be taken, for a 
given occasion, as final, then we do not have democracy; regardless 
of how right or how wrong, how good or how bad, that will may be. 
If we do not trust a people's judgment, we are not democratically 
committed. If the rights of a minority are protected beyond guarantee- 
ing the persons who compose it opportunity to participate in making 
and remaking decisions equal to all other persons in the jurisdic- 
tional group, then protection of minority rights has overreached 
the democratic principle. 

It is not easy at first to see how it could be democratic for a major- 
ity to hold a group disenfranchised because of skin color or sex. Yet 
that seems to be exactly what one must accept if self-contradiction is 
to be avoided if sovereignty by an overall jurisdictional group 
is not to be placed under limitations. It is easy to comprehend how 
expansion of membership in a jurisdictional group would be 
democratic, but not so easy if it is contraction. Yet if sovereignty in- 
cludes the one, it must include the other also; else it is not sovereignty. 

I was much helped in my thinking about democracy by associa- 
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tion with Dr. H. Clay Jent In his doctoral study of the meaning of 
democracy. 6 It may have been then that I caught the full impact of 
what democracy requires of the expression, "equality of opportu- 
nity." It is equality of opportunity for one thing only to participate 
in decision-making together with the necessary sequel, equality of 
obligation to abide by the decisions. To set up any other stipulation 
establishes divided allegiance, and there always come times when 
one has to choose which allegiance shall take precedence. Possibly 
this is what prompted Lincoln to proclaim that "a house divided 
against itself cannot stand." To settle such precedence ahead of time 
makes for consistency and dependability in policy and in action; 
one knows where he himself stands, and others also have the op- 
portunity to know. 

As for minority rights, it seems entirely clear that they are given 
full democratic protection as long as the stipulations of the defini- 
tion are maintained. This is all that can be required of a defini- 
tion. If a given people has not the wisdom or discernment necessary 
to realize that any further curtailment of minority rights will defi- 
nitely curtail democracy itself, any such action actually taken may 
indeed be taken democratically, but its effects (product) will be un- 
democratic in the sense of working toward curtailment of democ- 
racy. This, of course, is merely to say that by way of democratic 
process a people may indeed terminate democracy the door is wide 
open and held open as long as the definition holds. That criticism is 
indeed a just one. But the only democratic remedy is to be continually 
on guard not to adopt policies which, either rapidly or slowly, work 
toward the demise of democracy. This is why democratic policy calls 
for a nation-wide educational program which improves the reflective 
capacity and the wisdom of every citizen and prospective citizen to 
the highest degree possible. The definition does not require it, but 
policy does. 

Finally, to claim, as some do, that our definition thoroughly justi- 
fies a subgroup to gainsay the registered will of a larger group of 
which it is only a part, can hardly be done without entirely missing 
the meaning of the definition. Although this matter is rather 
thoroughly covered in our next chapter, where we discuss jurisdic- 

6 H. Clay Jent, "A Study of the Meaning of Democracy and of Its Salient Implica- 
tions for Teaching," unpublished doctoral dissertation, School of Education, the Uni- 
versity of Kansas, 1951. 
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tion, it may be profitable to put down a few comments here. An en- 
tire sovereign group, say the enfranchised citizens of a democratic 
nation, is taken as the jurisdictional source; at least as long as the 
peoples of Planet Earth operate on the principle of national sover- 
eignty. Our national group is not "Washington," but is our entire 
people voicing its wishes via the machinery which we have adopted 
for the purpose. 

Having overall jurisdiction, the national group may take whatever 
action it deems advisable. A "constitutionalist" will deny this, but he 
is to be reminded that the people can change the Constitution at any 
time that it makes up its collective mind to do so, even though 
certain undemocratic obstacles such as two-thirds-or-three-fourths- 
majority requirements have been placed in its way. Delegation of 
jurisdictional authority is also within its power, and it is only by del- 
egation that any subgroup, be it large or small, derives jurisdictional 
authority. 7 This is democratic theory as it seemingly has to be if our 
definition has any meaning at all. 

Delegated authority may, in turn, be further delegated to sub- 
subgroups at the discretion of any sub jurisdictional group which may 
be named. Moreover, whatever is delegated may later be withdrawn 
by the delegating group. It follows, therefore, that no subgroup 
may deny the will of any higher group from which it derives its 
authority. It may legislate only as long as it does not violate enact- 
ments of a higher jurisdictional group. Hence, a state, even though 
called upon to do so by its own qualified voters, may not democrati- 
cally repudiate national enactments. 

All in all, it certainly does not look as if our definition can with 
justification be criticized as too narrow. That it is simple and easy 
to understand seems to be true. It furnishes a clear basis for judging 
what is democratic and what is not, and it certainly seems to repre- 
sent the spirit of the American people. Like a Bikini bathing suit, it 
may not include unnecessary material but it does seem to cover es- 
sential points. 

7 1 am fully aware of the legalistic principle, under which this nation has presuma- 
bly functioned, of ultimate authority residing- in the separate states and federal au- 
thority being only that specifically delegated to it by the states. But this was adopted 
at a stress time, to make possible our getting started as a nation and to have a consti- 
tution at all. In the form of Nullification, it was directly challenged, and was pre- 
sumably denied by the outcome of the Civil War though not in a sufficiently clear-cut 
manner to keep it from plaguing us in the form of states-rights claims even to the 
present time. Yet the practical point remains that, when the issue cannot be avoided 
and there is a showdown, national concern takes precedence. 
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CHAPTER ii 



Democracy and 
Keeping School 



WHETHER our proposed definition of democracy will 
be found acceptable or not will definitely depend on what it implies 
in terms of logically deduced procedures. This is merely another 
way of saying that "the proof of the pudding is the eating." If, on 
the other hand, the definition is already deemed acceptable, then 
we shall also wish to know what it implies in terms of logically 
deduced procedures. This twofold purpose is, therefore, served by 
the present chapter. 

Moreover, since the major concern of this book is educational, this 
chapter will be focused mainly on educational matters. Before pro- 
ceeding to these, however, a bit of attention may well be paid to 
points noneducational. 

That what we now have nationally represents thorough-going 
democracy is neither claimed nor implied. Indeed, the very fact 
that we sense a need for formulation of a definition signifies at least 
a suspicion that what we have does not quite live up to what we 
would like to have. By clarifying our ideal, we take a necessary 
step toward becoming discerningly critical of what we have and in 
turn becoming more able to know what adjustments or corrections 
are needed to attain the ideal. 

Formulation of a standard which for the time being will serve as 
a frame of reference or a point of fixity is a sine qua non for determin- 
ing whether we are moving, how fast, and in what direction. If that 
standard is a goal or end which we are seeking to achieve, then 
and then alone can we tell whether we are making progress and 
how much. By clearly defining democracy, we gain two advantages: 
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(1) we become better able to tell whether we really want It, and 

(2) we become better able to tell whether we have it and, if not, 
what we must do to get it. 

Another general point is the intricate question of power structure 
necessary to enable a people to maintain democratic political struc- 
ture. It indeed is a point of first importance, but it is beyond the 
scope of this work. It is the question of how a people which seriously 
desires democracy will be able to withstand the onslaughts of forces 
which would deny it the opportunity to have its way once it knows 
what way it wants. For instance, how will it make sure that its 
chief executive officer, its army, or its police force will act as its 
servants and carry out its wishes? How will it make sure that 
its judicial structure will adjudicate in terms of enacted law and not 
take liberties which will have the effect of writing its own laws? 
How will it make sure that its legislative representatives will legislate 
in terms of its wishes, and not be unduly or unfairly influenced by 
the special interests which are prone to bring high pressures to bear 
in behalf of enactments in their favor? How will it make sure that 
private control of large accumulations of wealth will not be effectual 
in securing special privileges of various and sundry kinds? How 
will it make sure that current channels of information necessary for 
reaching wise decisions will make available such information 
when decisions must be made? And how will a people make sure 
that its educational system will indeed function in such a way as to 
do what democracy requires of it? 1 

Questions such as these are pertinent, and of prime importance, in 
a study of democracy. But this chapter can deal with only a portion of 
the problem; not with all of it. The question before us in this section 
Is what democracy requires of its educational system. That covers 
none but the last of the questions stated above, except indirectly, and, 
of course, that last one cannot itself be exhaustively handled in the 
following pages. But we can indicate some of the educational 
Implications which logically grow out of our adopted definition, and 
this we shall proceed to do. 

1 For an extended treatment of this whole problem, see Lewis A. Bayles, "Freedom 
.and Power in a Multigroup Society as Related to the Control of Education," un- 
published doctoral dissertation, the Ohio State University, Columbus, 1957. Dealing 
also with extensions of this problem k Myron Licbcrman, Education as a Profession, 
New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1956. 
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CONTROL OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR 

It may not always be the case, but it usually is, that, if and when 
teachers come to deliberate on the meaning of democracy for edu- 
cation, an early question will be what to do about school discipline 
or the control of student behavior. And widespread feeling is that 
democracy in schoolrooms means letting students or pupils do 
largely as they please or, at least, letting them decide what shall 
be the rules of behavior. 

A rational, as well as realistic, answer to this question can perhaps 
best be reached through consideration of the matter of jurisdiction. 
Since, as noted in Chapter 10, our definition places supreme au- 
thority in a people as a whole, it follows that any assignment of that 
authority lies with the people as a whole. Whatever enactment the 
whole people deems desirable, and whenever it deems so, it has 
authority to enact. If it chooses not to act, that is its prerogative. 
This also holds if and when it should desire to assign authority to 
some other group to handle designated enactments, both to make and 
to enforce them. Such designated group may be either within or 
without the people as a whole. Whether such designations later prove 
to be wise or unwise is not the point; only that the whole people is 
sovereign, democratically justified in making such designations or 
reaching such decisions as this paragraph includes. This is what our 
definition means if it means anything. 

If, therefore, a given group (other than the whole) is assigned by 
the whole the task of handling certain matters, then on those mat- 
ters it has jurisdiction and continues to have it as long, and only as 
long, as the whole people lets the assignment stand. This practice is 
so common that it almost seems superfluous to write it down. Yet its 
very commonness makes conscious recognition important. We often 
forget that this is an essential aspect of our system, and many are 
the groups or persons which seemingly do not realize that their 
jurisdiction or authority is only a derived one and may be with- 
drawn by the authority which established it. 

"Freedom of the press" is a common expression, and is indeed a 
principle held dear by the rank and file of democratic peoples as well 
as by those directly connected with or part of the industry itself. Let 
us not forget, however, that such freedom is only an assigned one; 
that it may democratically be modified or rescinded just as readily as 
it was originally established. This may be a danger for us all to 
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guard against, or, on the other hand, it may he a reminder to the in- 
dustry that abuse of the principle could justifiably lead to its with- 
drawal. 

Members of Boards of Education sometimes become obsessed with 
their powers over school personnel, insisting upon their right to 
make or break teachers as they choose. Such members quite forget 
that they are merely representatives, first, of their own local electorate 
(in as far as that electorate has jurisdiction over schoolroom prac- 
tices) and, second, of whatever other jurisdictional bodies may have 
concern for their actions. The latter may include state boards of con- 
trol, and even national policy. In this nation it may be argued that 
the principle of "unstated powers" residing within the separate states 
includes educational matters; hence, federal enactments may not 
gainsay the states. But even in this case there is probably more 
weight to the argument that in matters of serious and significant 
federal concern the national policy does take precedence. Witness the 
case of federal action in 1957 at Little Rock, in the "sovereign" state 
of Arkansas. 

Bringing the matter down to student behavior in individual 
classrooms, our definition clearly implies that only on issues defi- 
nitely considered subject to student opinion do students themselves 
have jurisdiction. On all other issues it is the assigned group which is 
jurisdictional, not the student body. Of course, the right of appeal 
and petition to the jurisdictional body is always implied and should 
assuredly be protected as well as encouraged by school personnel. 
Such is an aspect of "learning the ways of democracy." But it is 
equally important to learn that democratically enacted laws are to 
be obeyed, whether one approves or not. 

It is thoroughly fallacious to argue that, in order to be democratic, 
we must let children do as they wish, or even enact whatever rules 
and regulations they wish. Because a community decrees that dam- 
aging school property shall be a penal offense does not at all mean 
that the democratic rights of students have been denied. Nor does 
refusal by a college or university president to legalize a holiday in 
honor of victory in a crucial football game. Only on matters over 
which a student body has specifically been given jurisdiction by a 
responsible group, or on those over which no action to the contrary 
has been taken or implied, are student wishes to be taken as final. 
Such matters are numerous, and presently are likely to include 
orderly behavior on school premises at off times during a school 
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day; certain choices among extracurricular and curricular electives; 
many of the forms which school social gatherings may take; withia 
wide limitations, clothing to be worn at school; many choices hav- 
ing to do with projects and other activities within classrooms; gen- 
eralized lines of study in upper levels where specialization is possible; 
incumbents of numerous school offices held by students; much of 
what goes into student newspapers, annuals, and other publications; 
etc., etc. 

At one point above we mention "student wishes to be taken as 
final." This is a point of importance, and one which in principle is 
many times violated. On all matters over which students are 
given to understand that they have jurisdiction, their own ex- 
pressed wishes must be taken as final; of course, until some change 
is made. Violations often take the form of permitting or asking 
students to vote on something, then becoming distressed, even at 
times to the point of rescinding the action, if and when the vote goes 
the wrong way. Usually, perhaps, students are aware of when a cer- 
tain vote which they might take would be found unacceptable, and 
circumspectly refrain from taking it. But they usually resent being 
pushed into such a situation, and the educational outcomes are far 
from wholesome. No person, young or old, relishes being asked to 
make a serious judgment when he knows that he will be gainsaid if 
his judgment turns out "wrong." He is inclined to retort, "If my 
judgment will not stand should you consider it wrong, then don't 
ask me to make it." 

Student councils sometimes are asked by principals to vote on 
whether halls should be policed between classes, when the members 
know that they will be "in bad" if they vote in the negative. Then, 
after what is essentially a duress vote, the principal follows with, 
"Now that you have voted for this measure, you will be expected to 
enforce it." This is almost a sure-fire way to develop student resent- 
ment. And who can blame the students? Moreover, it is not democ- 
racy. 

Permission to vote only on matters over which there is jurisdiction 
implies that each vote shall be the real choice of the voter. Whether 
considered good or bad by some school officer, student decisions 
should stand on any matter put to them for decision. If such cannot 
be, then they should be so apprised, shown what choices are genu- 
inely available to them, and asked whether they wish to choose 
among those. As to policing halls after a principal deems such pro- 



Democracy and Keeping School 171 

cedure necessary, the Council may be informed of the necessity, why 
it appears necessary, and asked whether they themselves wish to do 
the policing or have it done by others. This could then be a free 
choice and, if a vote to police were forthcoming, the task would be 
undertaken with alacrity. 

After a decision has been democratically made, it must be demo- 
cratically enforced. Enforcement means coercion, at least for recal- 
citrants, and coercion is democratic if applied equally to all such 
without fear or favor. Democracy is a wording governmental sys- 
tem; any feature which experience demonstrates as unworkable be- 
comes a candidate for alteration into a workable one. Human beings, 
including children in schools, have to be worked with as they are 
here and now. Unneeded rules and regulations should indeed be 
avoided, out of school as well as in. But needed regulatory meas- 
ures, if democratically enacted, require enforcement even though 
they may be distasteful to certain members of a body politic. 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE EDUCATIONAL PROFESSION AND THE 
BODY POLITIC 

A distinctly uncharted realm of jurisdictional relationships is that 
involving the degree of autonomy to be exercised by educational 
personnel in the pursuit of their professional duties* For example, 
is what is to be included in schoolroom curricula what is to be 
taught in our schools something to be decided by the body politic 
or by the profession? Let us think of this question for the present 
on national terms, so as to keep it as simple as possible by avoiding 
the complication of federal versus local control. The question is one 
of how much the profession is obligated to follow the wishes of the 
body politic on matters which call for professional judgment as to 
how national policy can best be carried out. 

To state the question in the latter way is to go far toward answer- 
ing it. National policy, of course, is to be determined by the nation 
as a whole, by the entire citizenry, the body politic. But on innumera- 
ble matters good judgment on the details necessary to carry out 
basic national policy is not possible on the part of the citizenry as 
a whole, for reasons so obvious as not to require enumeration. 
Hence, specially trained commissions or professions have to be al- 
lotted the tasks of deciding on such necessary details and given (or 
delegated) the power to take the necessary action. The procedure is 
quite similar to a private citizen's relations with his physician. Jonh Q. 
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Citizen decides to put his case in the hands of Dr. X. In conse- 
quence, he asks Dr. X what he should do and proceeds to do it. 
He is not under the autocratic dictation of Dr. X even though he 
is fully obedient. He is hiring professional advice and is using it. 
But all the while Mr. Citizen is watching results and judging for 
himself whether Dr. X is justifying the trust placed in him. The 
moment Mr. Citizen loses confidence in the capacity of Dr. X to 
serve him as Mr. Citizen desires, the services of Dr. X are terminated 
and those of some other presumed expert are sought. Dr. X is serving 
while he prescribes; he is not dictating. 

It would seem that the educational profession is in exactly the 
same, position as the physician in the above illustration when it 
comes to matters of curriculum. Though professional curriculum 
makers, whether teachers or some more specialized personnel, may 
deem it profitable to consult with various citizen groups on various 
and sundry curriculum matters, all decisions which determine cur- 
riculum action actually to be taken in the schools are the responsi- 
bility of the profession and not of the citizen groups. A citizen 
group would be tying a noose around its own neck if it should try 
to make the situation otherwise like a patient with his doctor 
and I expect that most citizens are fully aware of this and act ac- 
cordingly. School personnel are indeed badgered by many who seek 
to influence professional decisions to serve their own (usually short- 
sighted) ends; but in each case these individuals unquestionably 
represent a minority, usually a small one even though annoying 
and in some cases sufficiently powerful to achieve dismissal or other 
reprisal against a few professionally unprotected individuals who 
oppose them. A significant point to note is that, if and when the 
action sought by some non-professional pressure group should back- 
fire after being adopted, that group would likely be among the first 
to deny responsibility and to accuse those professionally responsible 
of professional incompetence or malpractice. 

It would seem that at this point organizations of professional per- 
sonnel should be performing a major function: taking steps neces- 
sary to protect their members against such group pressures as above 
described and thereby enabling the profession as a whole to dis- 
charge honestly and to the full extent of its capacity its obligations 
to the body politic. This seems to be a central tenet of Myron J. 
Lieberman in his recent book, Education as a Profession (Prentice- 
Hall, 1956), and in other recent and forthcoming writings. His 
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basic position would seem to be a valid one and one which needs 
to be taken seriously by the educational profession. 

In broad principle, it would appear that the American public- 
educational profession is assigned by the American public the task 
of carrying forward the educational enterprise in a thoroughly 
American (presumably democratic) way. Failure to do so is, there- 
fore, the mark of professional incompetence. Professional incompe- 
tence is what the body politic is not wise to tolerate. But the body 
politic is wise to judge incompetence only in terms of results, not in 
terms of procedures. As to steps to be taken in carrying out major 
public educational policy, the professional organization should be 
autonomous; it should rely on its own judgment, and not be in- 
fluenced here or there by small-group pressures, not even, as is most 
often the case, by local boards of education. "By their fruits ye shall 
know them," is a principle which the lay public should employ and 
which the profession should stand firm to defend. 

This principle should seemingly hold within the profession as 
well as in its relations with the public. Teachers, for example, are 
presumably chosen on the assumption of competence to handle 
what goes on in their respective classrooms. Hence, those held re- 
sponsible for determining whether the required competence is 
evinced are obligated to judge in terms of results, not in terms of 
procedures. For a superintendent or a principal to go into a class- 
room and tell a teacher how to conduct the class would be as much 
of a violation of professional ethics as it would be for a private 
citizen to enter the superintendent's or principal's office to tell him 
how to conduct his affairs. 

In American public elementary and secondary schools, it would 
seem that the line-of-command principle from Board to superin- 
tendent to principal to teacher to pupil has been greatly over- 
worked. It has its place, as we shall indicate presently. But first let 
us deal with the principle of professional obligation or responsibility. 
A superintendent is presumably responsible for the proper func- 
tioning of a school system as a whole, be it a large one or a small 
one. For this he is responsible, basically, to the nation as a whole, 
and to the state and local boards of education only as they pass 
judgment as to how well he carries out national policy, together with 
whatever modifications or additions such state and local groups 
have within their respective jurisdictions. For example, since local 
school boards are ordinarily (within limits) responsible for local- 
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district budgets, the superintendent (the executive officer) has the 
task o allocation and the obligation to stay within the budget. 
Expenditures by principals or teachers are subject to his approval. 

A building principal is responsible for the portion of the total 
enterprise which is connected with his building. That is his specialty; 
relative to that he presumably is competent and not subject to dicta- 
tion by some person "higher up." But the principal's responsibility- 
is with his building as a unit, to keep its overall functions in proper 
working order. Scheduling of classes, enrolling of pupils, coordina- 
tion of the curriculum, oversight of custodial services, oversight of 
inter-classroom and extra-classroom aspects of student behavior, and 
a host of other matters which make for unified orderliness of the 
educative process as carried on in his building as a whole these are 
his domain. 

Insofar as what goes on within a given classroom affects that 
classroom alone, the teacher of that classroom is responsible, not to 
the principal or the superintendent or the board of education, but 
to the citizenry of the nation as a whole. He is far from free to do 
as he pleases, but the limitations are established by the obligation 
to carry forward the national educational commitment, not the 
particular whims of some "higher-up." If a teacher is to be told by 
a principal or a superintendent how he is to do his job, he falls short 
of professional status or stature and becomes only a menial whose 
thinking is done for him by someone else. This, in a broad sense,, 
is slavery. 

It is only if and when incompetence on a teacher's part is evident, 
suspected, or anticipated that a principal is in any way justified to 
enter a classroom for the purpose of effecting changes in classroom 
procedures. If both teacher and principal are competent within their 
respective areas of service to the educational enterprise, there is no 
more justification for a principal to tell a teacher how to do his job 
than for the teacher to tell the principal. In terms of democratic 
educational theory, there must be no feeling of "higher-up" between 
teachers and principal, either one way or the other, as long as each is 
competently doing his job. In such matters, the principle of "line of 
command'* is thoroughly and completely out of place. Only when 
incompetence appears should steps toward correction be taken, and 
then it would appear to be just as justifiable for the teaching staff 
of a given building to apply corrective measures for an incompetent 
principal as for a principal to apply corrective measures for an in- 
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competent teacher. That this is revolutionary doctrine, as far as ele- 
mentary and secondary schools are concerned, is not denied; but 
it would seem that nothing short of this doctrine is democratically 
professional. 

This principle is, in fact, widely accepted and is traditional prac- 
tice at the university level, even though possibly in some of the 
smaller colleges it may not be so. A university faculty member, who 
has passed his "apprenticeship" and achieved permanent status, 
would be simply astonished to have a dean or a president (or chan- 
cellor) presume to tell him what or how he should teach. To protect 
faculty members from such encroachment is one of the major pur- 
poses of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP, 
organized in 1916), and a faculty member who would permit him- 
self to be taken to task in this manner would lose the respect of his 
colleagues. I would very much like to go into detail regarding this 
situation, but to do so is not justifiable here- Readers may be in- 
clined to feel that the principle may be all right for university facul- 
ties, but it should not hold for secondary and elementary faculties. 
Why? Simply because university faculty members are considered 
competent whether justifiedly or not and the others not. Well, 
isn't that exactly what we have been saying? And, in the interests of 
democratic education, is it not essential that our goal be to secure 
personnel which represents competence at all levels and in all as- 
pects rather than to settle for anything less? Moreover, it may be 
added that corrections in attitude in this regard on the part of the 
profession itself will do much toward raising the level of compe- 
tence of personnel, and both in turn will alter public attitude and 
lead to further improvement. I am convinced that professors of 
educational administration and supervision have been highly remiss 
in this area of professional instruction and would do well to look 
critically at what they are teaching. 

But we promised to take a further look at the line-of-command 
principle. This principle, it would seem, is democratically justified 
as long as it is limited in each case to the professional domain of 
the personnel in question. For example, when the ventilation-system 
of a school building requires that all outside windows be kept 
closed, it is certainly the business of the principal to see that the 
requirement is fulfilled and it is reasonable to expect each and every 
teacher to carry it out. Again, for one teacher to make demands on 
students such as to interfere with their work in other classes is an 
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intolerable situation and certainly the business of the principal to 
rectify, even if it means interference with the way the offending 
teacher handles his own classes. 

In this sense there is a line of command from principal to teacher 
to pupil, because the problem has to do with building-wide matters 
and is therefore within the domain of the building principal. How- 
ever, such line of command can also work in the opposite direction, 
even though many principals and superintendents are prone not to 
recognize it. For example, whenever conditions within a classroom 
are adversely affected by outside factors, it is certainly the obligation 
of the building principal to take whatever steps he can to alleviate 
the situation and the teacher would certainly be professionally justi- 
fied, if it became necessary, to put the matter in the form of a 
demand. After all is said and done, the individual classrooms are 
the heart of any educational system, and the only justification for 
the existence of any and all other aspects or parts is the service they 
render in making classrooms optimally contributory to the educa- 
tive process. As far as school personnel are concerned, teachers are 
in a very real sense at the "top of the heap.*' And, carrying the 
thought further, in perhaps the most crucial context of a democratic 
educational program it seems justifiable to say that "the pupil is 
king." It is his educational needs not his expressed whims or 
fancies about which all else should revolve. 

Therefore, in answer to the original query of this section, it would 
seem that democracy requires a wide range of freedom on the part 
of educational personnel in exercising and acting upon their own 
judgment as to how they are to carry out the requirements placed 
upon them by the body politic. They are to be judged, not on pro- 
cedures, but on overall results, results which can reasonably be 
expected in light of available facilities. If, on such bases and after 
fair hearing, they are judged by the public to fall short, then they 
should be dismissed in the hope that more competent personnel may 
be procured. This principle should hold for intra-professional rela- 
tionships, as has been discussed, as well as for those between the pro- 
fession and the public at large. The line-of -command principle holds 
only insofar as a given professional person or group is carrying out 
the tasks for which it is specifically responsible; concerning those 
tasks, if and when necessary, he gives orders or directives, whereas 
on all others he receives them. Ideally, of course, no person is to 
become imperious in his issuance of orders nor servile in following 
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those of others. Ideally, democracy is based on cooperation, with no 
people trying to push other people around and no people permitting 
themselves to be pushed around by other people, yet all willingly 
and gladly doing their respective parts in the collective enterprise 
which represents the combined will of the entire people. 

CONTROL OF STUDENT ATTITUDES OR BELIEFS 

We now change the subject. We have been considering actions or 
behavior. But what about attitudes, beliefs, or personal convictions? 
What does democracy mean for the person who is unhappy with a 
given enactment? That he must act or behave in accordance with it 
has been established earlier in this chapter. Evidently, however, he 
is not required to like it. There is nothing in our definition which 
even remotely implies that any member of a democratic nation is re- 
quired to approve any law, regulation, or rule enacted by that na- 
tion or any part thereof. A majority of those voting on a given 
proposal must indeed approve it; otherwise, it would not be enacted. 
But minority approval is neither required nor expected. Nor are 
those who disapprove expected to suffer in silence. In their disap- 
proval they may be as vocal as they choose, as long as they maintain 
legal decorum. 

Moreover, democracies are ordinarily very careful to protect the 
privacy of personal beliefs and convictions. Enter "thought control," 
exit democracy. In principle, the secret ballot is almost universal 
democratic practice. When asked how he voted on a given matter, 
anyone versed in the ways of democracy will be inclined to think, 
"Is that a legitimate question?" 

However, although the foregoing applies to a citizenry as a whole, 
when teachers deal with students they are faced with a different 
situation. Though he may not be able to say exactly why, one of the 
things which seemingly "every teacher knows" is that he must do 
something about the beliefs of his pupils. He cannot with equa- 
nimity let them continue "thinking wrong thoughts-" At least among 
thoughtful persons, there are perhaps few who are not convinced 
that, if a teacher cannot or does not influence the thinking of his 
students so as to make it better than it otherwise might have been, he 
has no business being a teacher. 

Herein, therefore, arises a possible dilemma, and for a large major- 
ity of teachers it appears to be an actual one. Even the better writers 
of treatises on education are far from clear on the matter, if they face 
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it at all. It is easy enough, of course, to say that we must have 
thought guidance but not thought control. But what is the differ- 
ence? Thought guidance certainly must mean letting a student 
know when he is thinking poorly and when well. On the other hand, 
is this not tantamount to letting him know when he agrees with us 
and when he does not? If he agrees with us, he is thinking well and 
is to be encouraged along that line; if he fails so to agree, he is 
thinking poorly and needs to be straightened out. But is this not 
authoritarian dictation? Is it not "thought control"? If we are to 
avoid educational anarchism, we must "guide" student thinking. If 
we are to avoid educational dictation, we must guide on some basis 
other than agreement or disagreement with our own beliefs or con- 
clusions. How can this possibly be done? 

Obviously, these questions involve us in the problem of indoctrina- 
tion. It may therefore be helpful to take into account what others 
have had to say. Varied as may be the views on indoctrination of 
those whose names I shall mention, in no case do I have any reason 
whatever to doubt the sincerity of the person's belief in democracy. 
As far as I have any knowledge, all of them wish to promote the 
democratic commitment of this nation as much as I do. Whatever 
differences may exist seem to be wholly in terms of what such com- 
mitment is taken to mean educationally. 

It is, of course, recognized that there are persons and agencies in 
this country who do not favor democracy. In fact, perhaps much 
of the talk of too much power in the hands of "government" is plainly 
and simply a double-talk way of saying that "the many" have been 
able to impose regulations which "the few" find distasteful. More- 
over, when any group religious or otherwise conducts an entire 
educational program on the basis of edicts promulgated by an au- 
tonomous source, it can hardly be, and usually is not, claimed to be 
democratic. One-way lines of communication make democracy im- 
possible. Without the principle of "feedback," as it is recognized in 
cybernetics, democracy cannot exist. 

A widely held, albeit often not clearly formulated, view is that 
"good indoctrination" is democratic, whereas "bad indoctrination" 
is not. The United States Chamber of Commerce opposed the Rugg 
series of social-studies textbooks on the grounds that they were in- 
doctrinative. (And indoctrinative I am satisfied that they were.) 
But the Chamber and other groups of its kind were at the same time 
warmly supporting the use of other textbooks which were equally 
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indoctrinative, usually in behalf of views less tenable than were those 
advocated by Rugg. It was clear that the Chamber was not op- 
posed to indoctrination as such; it was against only the kind which 
favored views that it did not like. "Bad indoctrination" was what it 
found distasteful. Of course, it would have been happy for the 
schools to stay away from certain subjects completely because then 
its own channels of communicating with the public could function 
unimpeded. This kind of school policy should, however, not be 
called nonindoctrinative. It is indoctrination by omission rather 
than by commission. But it is indoctrination none the less, for it 
gives the green light to nonschool agencies which are then able to 
regale the public with whatever information and whatever thought- 
line they wish the public to adopt. 

But to favor "good indoctrination" and to oppose only that which 
is "bad" is the position taken by many within the ranks of profes- 
sional school men. I have heard it expressed by liberal arts college 
professors. Moreover, one time about 1940, before a class of mine to 
which he was invited to speak, George S. Counts said, "I am op- 
posed to indoctrination which is bad and in favor of that which is 
good." To the class it was obvious that Counts opposed only in- 
doctrination for a view which he opposed. 

In The Education of Free Men in American Democracy, Counts 
asserts that "democracy must be presented to the young as a way of 
life and a social faith immeasurably superior to all others." 2 His con- 
viction was that undemocratic groups should not be permitted to use 
democratic means to further undemocratic ends. Can it be that he 
was forgetful of Voltaire ? In Education for Democracy in Our Time, 
Jesse Newlon insisted that "a democracy must foster in its members 
loyalty to the principles of a free society"; and that "it will foster 
those values that the race has found good." 3 

What seemingly touched off the hot controversy of the late 1930'$ 
was the final volume of the Report of the Social Studies Commis- 
sion of the American Historical Association sponsored and perhaps 
mostly written by Counts and Newlon. Schools are not to be neutral 
on matters of broad social policy. They must stand for something. 
They must "dare to build a new social order." In this volume was 

2 George S. Counts, The Education of Free Men in American Democracy, Washing- 
ton, D.C.: Educational Policies Commission of the National Education Association, 
1941, p. 79. 

s Jesse Newlon, Education for Democracy in Our Time, New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, Inc., p. 87. 
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introduced the expression, "a frame of reference," and, although at 
no place was there an explicit statement, it was rather overpower- 
ingly evident that the frame of reference presented in the second 
chapter was the one on which the new social order was to be built. 
That the kind of social order presented and obviously advocated 
was an improvement over the one we then had is not the issue raised 
here. The point is that the impact of the proposal was indoctrinative; 
advocacy of one view over others. 

The same position was anticipated by Harold Rugg in his "fron- 
tier-thinkers" concept (Culture and Education in America, 1931), 
on which he based his social-studies series of textbooks. By means 
of tabulations of the writings of "frontier thinkers," chosen of course 
by Rugg or on the basis of criteria determined by him, a "descrip- 
tion of society" was derived. This description was what was to be 
taught to students. In his social-studies series, Rugg presented alterna- 
tive views only meagerly, if at all, and then only in derogatory fash- 
ion or as something which may have been good for the country 
at one stage in history but as now out of date. 

B. F. Pittenger, in Indoctrination for American Democracy, pre- 
sented exactly the same theme with only two slight variations. First, 
he was explicit that the preferred view he employed the in-quotes 
expression, "eternal verities" be frankly and unapologetically in- 
doctrinated. Second, his way of obtaining the list of supposed verities 
was to gather lists of formulated educational objectives from the 
widest variety of sources obtainable, separate out from the lists the 
objectives common to all, and see that those are put over. Needless to 
say, his final list was made up entirely of items which were either 
highly innocuous or too vague to pin down to anything. And he re- 
minded his readers that the list was only tentative anyway. 

All the writers in the Forty-first and Fifty-fourth Yearbooks who 
are overtly presenting absolutistic philosophies of education show 
rather clearly that their position on indoctrination is much like the 
foregoing. Wild wishes not to be "harsh and authoritarian," but the 
absolutes when known are to be taught with "deep conviction, 
rhetoric, and persuasive force." He chooses a UNESCO list as the 
best now available. 

Greene wants an educational institution as a whole to be neutral. 
To that end, each view recognized in a given community is to be 
represented by a separate instructor. But each instructor is to present 
his own view as convincingly as he can. Therefore, each can with- 
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out qualms of conscience be as indoctri native as he pleases, because 
he is assured that all other representative views will be presented 
likewise. 

Not explicitly stated in the Forty-first Yearbook but definitely so 
elsewhere, Frederick S. Breed's position was, in almost his own 
words, "What I know I shall teach; what I do not know I shall 
teach as such." In other words, what a teacher is satisfied is a true 
replica of the absolute is to be pressed in no uncertain terms, but 
what he is not sure about he will present in terms of the various al- 
ternatives and leave students to their own untrammeled and un- 
directed choices. In the former category he placed the natural sciences 
and mathematics and in the latter the social sciences. 

Like Greene, Herman H. Home was very mild in his convictions 
of his own rectitude. Hence, he tended to bend backward against 
efforts to bring students to his way of thinking. His personal 
humility led him continually to indicate the limitations of his own 
knowledge of the ultimate and the continual need for him in his 
teaching to be basically permissive. In fact, his functional position 
was essentially agnostic ultimate truth is there but while I remain 
mortal I shall never encompass it. Hence, he said, there will al- 
ways be plenty of leeway for the practice of democracy in teaching. 
To him, evidently, democracy meant permissiveness. Let each stu- 
dent, as long as he showed himself competent (whatever that 
meant), come to his own conclusions and convictions without inter- 
ference by a teacher. 

I am rather sure that all of the foregoing writers (perhaps with 
the exception of Pittenger) do find or have found it objectionable to 
be classed as indoctrinative. Their feeling seems to be nicely ex- 
pressed by Newlon when he wrote, "Indoctrination or, better, 
propaganda has come to mean distortion, withholding of informa- 
tion, evasion, imposing upon the individual; propaganda is often 
plain lying. Techniques such as these have no place in education for 
democracy. But deliberately and consciously to teach democracy is 
in no sense either propaganda or indoctrination. For intellectual 
freedom is an essential of democracy/** 

But this is merely another way of saying that one is opposed to bad 
indoctrination and in favor of good. Like Newlon, we are op- 
posed to evasion and distortion. Unlike Newlon, however, we are 
equally and for essentially the same reasons opposed to advocacy on 
p. 103. 
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the part of teachers of views or principles which can be justified 
without distortion or evasion. If equality of opportunity to partici- 
pate in decision-making means anything, it means that a teacher may 
not justifiably use eloquence and position to secure acceptance of 
the views for which he stands; even if democracy itself is at stake. 
Let us not confuse education with politics. Advocacy is doubtless 
justified in democratic politics, but not in democratic education. 

Since what I have just said will doubtless be about as distasteful to 
Brameld as it would have been to Newlon, I am forced to place 
Reconstructionism in the same category as the views of Newlon, 
Counts, and Rugg. All of these have been united in upbraiding Bode 
for what they consider his nonconcern for action. If there is any 
significant difference between Brameld and Bode and Brameld is 
insistent that there is it is on the matter of indoctrination; of advo- 
cacy as part of a teacher's business. Brameld wants a group which 
is properly representative of a citizenry at large to assemble and, 
through the benign and mellowing process of group dynamics, ar- 
rive at a consensus which, in turn, will become the "myth" and will 
serve as the banner around which school children will be marshaled. 
Twenty years or more ago, Bode characterized a fundamentally sim- 
ilar plan as taking advantage of defenseless childhood. And those 
whom he was accusing seemed to have no idea of what he meant. 

Somewhat, perhaps decidedly, different from all the foregoing is 
the stand taken by Kilpatrick that there shall be no indoctrination 
whatever, but that school children all along the way and as they be- 
come maturationally ready shall be given opportunity to face the 
problems of mankind and thin\ out the answers. In full accord do I 
accompany Kilpatrick to this point. But he stops there, and that 
seems to be too soon. What constitutes thinking? And how do we 
know when the outcomes of our thought processes are good and 
when they are not? In other words, what constitutes able thought, 
and when is our thinking not so? All of us do some thinking once 
in a while. Sometimes we do well and sometimes not so well. How 
can we know when we are doing which? To that question I find no 
answer in Kilpatrick. And Kilpatrick is far from alone in that 
regard. 

Thus, we reach the crux of the problem of indoctrination, one of 
the most vital problems in democratic education. How can a teacher 
criticize and guide pupil thin\ing, yet avoid indoctrination? If we 
are to teach children how to think, we simply have to make them 
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aware o when they are thinking well and when poorly. However, 
when we have nothing more than agreement with our own thought 
processes as the criterion for judgment on what is good thinking 
and what is bad, then we are being as authoritarian and dictatorial as 
the least benign of despots. The real question is, how can we judge, 
when a pupil's conclusions are not in agreement with ours, whether 
he is thinking not as well as we, or whether he is outdoing us? The 
latter is indeed a possibility. Moreover, although we seldom think of 
it, the same question should arise in our minds when pupils 
come to agreement with us. Are we all thinking as well as we 
should, or should we stay at it until we all do better? Just how, 
anyway, shall we know when we have done well enough? 

An absolutist will answer, "When our conclusions are in agree- 
ment with, or correspond to, the thoughts of God or the laws of the 
universe." But, if we do not know for sure what those thoughts or 
laws are, how can we know when we have secured agreement or 
correspondence? All of you can well see, I expect, in what kind of 
predicament we would place a basketball referee if we would speak 
similarly to him as to his basis for refereeing a game. 

What we must do to avoid complete chaos in connection with 
something no more complex than a game of basketball is, and has 
been, entirely clear to all of us. We simply decide beforehand on a set 
of rules criteria which shall be used by a referee in judging right 
and wrong and agree for the time being to be governed by them, 
coercively if necessary. They are taken, until further consideration, 
as the basis for determining good or bad; right or wrong. Thus^ they 
are axiological. In like manner, we can set up rules or criteria for 
determining truth or falsity, and in this way deal with matters 
epistemological. And with it all we are satisfying the democratic 
principle a principle which sets up what shall be considered proper 
relations among persons of equality of opportunity to participate 
in making decisions and equality of obligation to abide by them. 

If our definition of democracy means anything, it means that in 
democratic classrooms neither teacher nor pupils shall be entirely 
free to think as they themselves choose or wish to think. All are 
equally bound to abide by previously established criteria, determined 
either by their own agreements or by those of a jurisdictional group 
of which they are a part. If the jurisdictional group (in many cases 
it will be the class itself) decides that t-h-r-o-u-g-h shall be taken as 
the correct way to spell "through," that a drawing ought to look like 
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what is being drawn, or that three plus five equal eight, then that 
has to be the basis for judging correctness or incorrectness of an- 
swers which involve these relationships. If, on the other hand, 
other relationships are previously determined as correct, then those 
shall hold, and teacher and pupils alike shall be judged correct or in- 
correct as they follow or fail to follow such relationships. If to some 
of you this sounds chaotic, please be reminded that that is the way it 
is being done, and has long been done, whether you like it or not. 
Actually, it is our only way to avoid chaos, as our illustration from 
basketball has shown. Not always are we democratic in determin- 
ing what the rules shall be, but in all cases the rules are set up by 
human agencies. It is very true that, in myriads of particular cases, 
the human participants deemed that they were setting up criteria or 
rules in accordance with those of God or of universal law. But, as is 
often said, that is what they thought. 

What has just been said, it should be noted, has dealt only with 
requirements which have to do with actions, even though many of 
the actions may be essentially mental. Following out a given thought- 
line and reaching the conclusion which it entails is a form of action. 
But it is also highly important to note that 720 participant no one 
required to follow a particular line of action, be it mental or other- 
wise is required to li^e it. Even though a given thought-line may, 
under given circumstances, be decided upon as a correct one and the 
one which must be followed, no one is required democratically to 
believe that it is what should have been adopted. For heretics, the 
way is always open to seek adherents for their heresy and to labor 
for reopening the question. This the teacher of a democratic class- 
room should always keep in mind and keep before the minds of his 
pupils. Hence, always in order is the question of whether, when, and 
how previously adopted criteria for criticism or rectitude should be 
modified or rescinded. As time goes on, both criteria and the fruits 
of those criteria may be constructed and reconstructed. Stability is 
thus achieved relative stability but the way is continually open, 
and pertinaciously held open, for change; change to a new basis 
upon which, until further change, a new stability can be maintained. 

Those who have insisted that Bode (and likewise Dewey) stood 
for nothing definite and tangible simply did not, it would seem, 
give either Bode or Dewey the credit which was due them. Although 
neither, to my knowledge, overtly defined democracy as I have de- 
fined it, they certainly did in a functional way understand it as such; 
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and stand for it four-square. The persons concerned in a given mat- 
ter and having jurisdiction over it shall be the ones to decide how 
it is to be handled and shall be bound by the decision until a change 
is inaugurated. May I ask, "What more stable basis is available to man 
for determining his welfare or his destiny?" 

I would like to point out that I have refrained from saying at this 
time what criteria I believe should be adopted for distinguishing be- 
tween good and bad, right and wrong, or true and false. Such cri- 
teria, it seems, would depend on time, place, and circumstance. 
Moreover, I have found that to introduce the further question at this 
point confuses the issue. I want here to make it emphatic that it is 
720 what criteria are adopted that make guidance and criticism dem- 
ocratic. It is the fact of adoption of criteria, whatever they may be, 
and agreement to be bound by them. This is what makes criticism 
work in all ways, including teacher as well as pupils, and thereby 
fulfills our definition of democracy. Whether a decision is demo- 
cratically achieved and democratically followed is one thing. Whether 
it is wise, just, or right is quite another. The latter is a matter which 
in this chapter we have chosen not to consider. 

How MUCH EDUCATION DOES DEMOCRACY REQUIRE? 

The question of how much education democracy requires for a 
people is important, and is so frequently raised that we may give it a 
bit of attention. Since our definition requires only that a people shall 
make its own decisions, not that the decisions be wise or promotive 
of its own good, what basis is there for expectation or hope that so 
necessary an end may be realized? Obviously, the people must be 
widely and thoroughly educated. If a people is unwise, its decisions 
will be unwise, except perhaps when chance or luck may operate in 
its favor. 

However, possession of wisdom is not by itself a guarantee of its 
employment. One must also be disposed to employ it. How does 
democracy promote such disposition? If a person is asked to make 
a decision when he knows that any he makes will undergo scrutiny 
by some higher authority and will be corrected if found wanting, he 
may go ahead and make it but is likely to be rather careless or oflEhand 
about it. He may even resent being asked to make it. On the other 
hand, if for good or for ill he knows that his decision will stand, he 
is likely to be thoroughly disposed to bring to bear whatever wisdom 
or discernment he may be able to marshal. Thus, the latter part of our 



i86 Democratic Educational Theory 

definition the requirement o having to live with whatever deci- 
sions we make furnishes the incentive, not only to use whatever 
wisdom we may possess but also to gain as much more as we can. 
The disposition to decide as best we can inheres in the very nature 
of democracy as we have defined it. 

There remains, therefore, only the question of how much educa- 
tion democracy requires. Is it elementary education for all, secondary 
education for all, college education for all ? This seems to be a two- 
pronged question which, if not recognized as such, becomes un- 
answerable. If the question is how much popular education our 
definition of democracy requires, the answer is, "None." As previ- 
ously noted, if we limit the sovereignty of a people we deny the prin- 
ciple of popular sovereignty a self-contradiction which our defini- 
tion avoids. Hence, by definition, if a democratically functioning 
people decides that it will support no educational system at all, that 
is its decision. We can easily argue that such a decision would be a 
prelude to the demise of democracy itself, but the democratic process 
does not preclude it. Only our own discernment as a people will pro- 
tect us from making so catastrophic a decision. This is a point for 
application of eternal vigilance. 

If, on the other hand, the question is how much popular education 
democratic policy requires, the answer is doubtless, "As much as 
the people feels that it can possibly afford." Then the facts as to how 
much we are willing to pay for public highways, for private auto- 
mobiles, for liquor, tobacco, or chewing gum, as compared with the 
amount we are paying for public education, are indeed pertinent. 
Which, if necessary, had we better go without, chewing gum or de- 
mocracy ? This is the kind of question we must first answer if we are 
to be wise in answering the question of this paragraph. When out 
of total national income of almost 400 billions of dollars annually we 
spend 45 billions for armaments and only 15 billions (federal, state, 
and local) for education, is it educational expenditures which are 
pauperizing us? 

Thus it is that in democracy the general welfare, including educa- 
tion, is achieved only through the discernment of the people. It is 
not guaranteed by democracy. Democracy furnishes only the op- 
portunity. That whatever discernment a people may possess actually 
will be employed in decision making is strongly promoted by the 
definitional requirement of having to live with its decisions. That 
the great advantages of collective effort will be realized is promoted 
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by the requirement that all participate on equal terms; any and 
all of the various interests of a people are given fair hearing and re- 
ceive consideration. The sought-after ends of respect for individual- 
ity, of concern for the general welfare, of enhancing the wisdom of 
all, though in no way guaranteed, are more likely to be promoted 
than with any other governmental form. These are the hopes and 
the expectations of a democratically organized people. They do not 
serve as part of the definition. 
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CHAPTER 12 



Reflective Teaching 



IT has often been said that democracy requires teaching 
pupils not what to think, but how to think. The present writer has 
more than once made this statement, both in speaking and in writ- 
ing. However, perhaps the statement had better be to teach pupils 
not only what to think, but also how to think. For indeed it is 
widely recognized that one can hardly help pupils learn to think 
better or more ably without paying careful attention to the outcomes 
of their thinking; without looking closely at the conclusions which 
they reach as well as at how they reach them. Consideration of the 
nature of democratic teaching, therefore, leads two ways both into 
the nature of the process and into the nature of the product. The 
former involves the topic of this chapter, reflective teaching. The 
latter leads almost unavoidably into the question of indoctrination, 
which has been treated in the preceding chapter. 

What is meant by reflective teaching? To be reflective is to be 
thoughtful; to be considered rather than impulsive in coming to con- 
clusions. Competent, discerning, or wise conclusions or decisions 
may indeed be reached quickly or impulsively. Snap judgments may 
be either excellent or poor. In fact, perhaps most of our living is 
under the guidance of quick or snap judgments, a vast majority of 
which prove to be highly satisfactory. Whenever a situation and its 
meaning that is, realization of what should be done about the 
situation occur simultaneously in experience, immediate action 
can be taken and the course of life progresses smoothly and compe- 
tently. This we call habit habit-level behavior. 

It is only when what should be done about a situation is not im- 
mediately clear that we are confronted by the necessity of being 

188 
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thoughtful or reflective. Only when we meet a problem a forked- 
road or no-road situation do we need to be reflective. We can, of 
course, even then avoid actually becoming reflective either by walk- 
ing out on the problem or by consulting the most likely person or in- 
formational source available and merely taking his word for it. 
But, when we are not sure what to plan or do and are disposed to 
exercise at least a degree of ingenuity or self-reliance in finding out, 
then are we faced with the necessity of being reflective or of em- 
barking upon the business of problem-solving. Moreover, if our 
teaching is to be promotive of self-reliance on the part of our stu- 
dents as we have assumed democratic teaching to be it must be 
such as to promote competence in the art of reflection or problem- 
solving. 

In Chapter 5 we have dealt with the generalized nature of the sci- 
entific-reflective process. But this is only one kind of reflective pro- 
cedure. One does not have to be scientific, at least in the narrower 
sense, in order to be thoughtful. For example, assuming Euclidian 
postulates, I may consider the question of how many degrees are 
comprised by the interior angles of a plane triangle and whether the 
number is always the same. For one who does not already know the 
answer and the proof, this question certainly calls for thought, as will 
the further question of what differences, if any, are indicated for 
a triangle on a curved surface. The thought processes required by 
questions such as these should probably be designated as logical 
rather than scientific, even though logical processes are an important 
ingredient of scientific problem-solving. 

Again, one might wish to determine what, if anything, Queen 
Elizabeth or Francis Bacon had to say about Shakespeare. This 
could well require a great deal of "research," whether one would 
call it scientific or not. Whatever may be the personal feelings of 
scholars from various fields, this kind of investigation is widely ac- 
cepted as meritorious for conferment of the doctor-of-philosophy 
degree. It is certainly thoughtful in the sense of requiring one to "use 
his head." 

In reflective teaching, classroom procedure follows the general 
form of reflective study. The class is first maneuvered into a prob- 
lem, an I-don't-know situation. Unless a group of students is faced 
with a question whose answer is to them unknown, no reflection 
is for them possible. It makes no difference who else knows the an- 
swer, the teacher or the whole outside world; if the answer to a 
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given question is unknown to the members of the group involved, 
for them the question is "food for thought." In the words of one of 
the investigators on whom we reported in our first chapter, 

In most cases the children come to us with the opinion that the teacher's 
word is final; she knows the answers. I found them amazed when, after we 
had discussed a problem, they turned to me for the final answer and I said, 
"I don't know." A problem had arisen when we were discussing what plants 
we need and one little girl mentioned flowers. A few scoffed at the idea, but 
she defended herself by saying, "You have to have prettiness and flowers are 
pretty." Naturally, the question was whether we had to have pretty things in 
order to live. After some discussion, they turned to me for the answer but 
were told, "I don't know." They paused, then asked how they could find out. 
The problem had been raised and we were ready and wanting to find a solu- 
tion. 1 

Thus, the first step in reflective teaching is problem-raising. 
Then follows problem-solving. Continuing the above quotation, "Of 
course, we had first to decide what we meant by living. They finally 
reached the conclusion that we might "exist" without pretty 
things, but we couldn't really "live" without them. They had solved 
the problem to their own satisfaction, and they had learned much 
about plants and about living conditions in the process." 2 

A problem-solving process may be short and simple, as it may 
seem in the case just described. Others may be long and involved. 
But, whether short, long, or in-between, it is reflective teaching only 
if the class members themselves are actively working and thinking 
the matter through to a conclusion. Of course, the teacher will give 
help; at times only a little, at times perhaps a great deal. Be such 
help little or much, however, the thought-line is that of the pupils 
and the conclusion is theirs. In fact, each pupil is encouraged in 
extreme cases, perhaps, almost impelledto come to his own con- 
clusions, even though they may differ from the ones which represent 
majority agreement. In stating a conclusion, the teacher should per- 
sistently use the form of expression, "In light of our study, the con- 
clusion seems to be that . . /' This provides an open way for later 
modification and for differences in personal conviction among the 
group members, but, at the same time, provides a tangible and con- 
cise outcome something to show for the effort. 

1 Quoted from a typewritten report to the present writer and approximately 
repeated in, Reader, Edna C. L-, "An Experimental Study of Reflective Teaching 
in a Fifth-Grade Classroom for a Two-Year Period," unpublished Master's thesis, 
University of Kansas, 1953, pp. 36-37. 

2 1 'bid. 
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To ask a class in American history what were the battles which led 
up to Lee's surrender to Grant at Appomattox Courthouse could 
well stump the class and produce an I-donVknow situation. It could 
even send the members to their books to find the answer or answers. 
But, after The Wilderness, Spotsylvania, Cold Harbor, Petersburg, 
and Five Forks were named and identified, the matter would be 
pretty well closed and little else would come of it. 

On the other hand, after having followed the adverse fortunes of 
the Union forces through 1862-1863, particularly of the Army of the 
Potomac and Lincoln's troubles with his commanding generals In 
opposing the brilliance of Lee, and coming finally to Grant, the stage 
might be well enough set for suddenly posing the question, "What 
might we have done if we had been in Grant's place and had had 
his job to do?" With proper dramatic build-up and timing, this 
could well provide the challenge necessary to take hold of the imagi- 
nations of the class members, cause them to listen intently to the 
teacher's description of the geographical difficulties of the terrain, 
locations of the various forces, the necessity of really bottling-up Lee's 
army and taking it out of the war for good; then send them to find 
what Grant did, what Lincoln and Jefferson Davis were doing in 
light of what each was trying to do, and how events in the whole 
nation built up to the culmination of Appomattox. Then could come 
the problem of Reconstruction of Lincoln's policy of malice toward 
none and charity for all, of his assassination, of Johnson's continua- 
tion of his policy in opposition to Thaddeus Stevens and his fellow 
Radical Reconstructionists, of Johnson's avoidance of impeachment 
by a single vote, and consideration of what might have come had 
Stevens' side really had its way. 

This example is chosen because it is not a black-and-white kind but 
sufficiently "iffy" to challenge the imagination (if artfully handled) 
and provoke breadth of outlook and research. We wish to show how 
information is gathered, not to satisfy teacher, but to contribute to 
solution o a problem. Hence, the example may show something o 
the interruption of a thought-line which makes for a problem-situa- 
tion, but also the kind of procedure following the interruption which 
represents problem-solving. For reflective procedure involves, first, 
problem-raising, then problem-solving. The answer comes after, 
and as a result of, the testing of the various possible answers which 
are proposed for consideration. 

Problem-solving may be thought of as encompassing two as- 
pects: formulation of hypotheses and verification of hypotheses. 
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Thus, in our example we would consider, of course, what Grant 
did and how that worked out in terms of recorded history. But in 
addition we would want contrasted with that the kind of campaign 
which McClellan had been conducting, how he might have con- 
ducted this one had he been left in command, and what might have 
come of that. The class members, too, would be encouraged to do 
some conjecturing of their own and their various suggestions con- 
sidered as to how they might have worked in terms of defeating Lee 
as well as of affecting national policy. Thus, in the end the class not 
only is acquainted with what did happen, but also has an apprecia- 
tion of the events as products of human thoughts and plans, and of 
how they worked out when translated into actions and deeds. His- 
tory comes to life and study of the past takes on significance for the 
light it may possibly throw upon the future. 

The problem-solving aspect of reflecdve-^a<?7z^ study takes the 
general pattern of formulating and testing hypotheses. Guesses are 
made as to what the solution might be; then deductions are drawn 
from the various guesses. Available data are studied in light of the 
various sets of deductions and the guess (or hypothesis) whose de- 
ductive pattern best fits the data is taken to be best. Further tailoring 
may perhaps be in order, to secure a better fit. 

Next, deductions are made, looking toward data not already 
available, and steps are taken to secure or to -produce those data, 
the latter representing experimentation. If such data turn out to be 
as predicted, the final step in scientific-reflective study has been 
taken and the guess or hypothesis responsible for such outcome is 
taken as the solution to the problem, or the conclusion. Such a con- 
clusion, of course, although subsequently serving as the basis for 
designing whatever action or behavior may be within its domain, 
retains its tentative or hypothetical status; the conclusion to be held 
as long as it continues to satisfy the foregoing conditions but to be 
rejected as soon as it fails to do so. 

Reflective teaching, then, is the name which we give to classroom 
procedures which follow the general form just indicated. A question 
is raised whose answer is unknown, study follows looking toward 
an answer, and finding the answer marks the culmination or con- 
clusion of the study. The teacher is not giving silver-platter hand- 
outs. She or he is acting essentially as chairman of a group of in- 
vestigators who are thoughtfully carrying out their investigations 
and, by so doing, are progressively learning how to be self-reliant 



Reflective Teaching 193 

or independent in arriving at answers to questions which concern 
them. 

Some readers may have become a bit concerned with our previous 
averment that not all reflective studies are necessarily scientific. 
They may feel that the two-stage procedure of problem-raising and 
problem-solving, characteristic of all the foregoing examples, pos- 
sesses the basic earmarks of scientific procedure and might as well 
be so termed. Our feeling is that, although for many contexts this 
may be justified, there are others for which it may not. In the 
narrower sense of "scientific," conclusions to be found acceptable 
have to satisfy the criteria of adequacy and harmony in light of ob- 
tainable data (see Chapter 5). Yet conclusions which represent 
highly acceptable culminations for many types or kinds of investi- 
gations do not satisfy these criteria at all. Scientific investigations 
have to do with the ascertainment of truth; they are epistemological. 
But, as we develop elsewhere (see Chapter 7), there is the whole 
realm of intrinsic values which is axiological and not to be judged 
on the basis of epistemological criteria. On the basis of what data am I 
to judge whether I should, or should not, experience gustatory de- 
light upon eating French-fried snails? Our investigation (Chapter 
10) of the definition of democracy which we ought to adopt could 
not be a scientific one, yet, as a result of our adoption of criteria by 
which to judge a definition, we were able to arrive at a thoughtful 
conclusion. Thus, we find it advisable to recognize cases of reflective 
study and teaching which are not, in the narrow sense, scientific. 

NONREFLECTIVE TEACHING 

For the purpose of achieving greater clarity and deeper under- 
standing by the use of contrast, we might give a little attention to 
certain forms of teaching which are nonreflective. First, there is that 
which is basically rote or memoriter. Although these may not be 
synonymous terms, they do designate essentially the same kind of 
teaching. Actually, Webster recognizes rote only as a noun, not as an 
adjective, and calls it "a fixed course or routine, as of study or speech; 
hence, repetition of forms of speech, often implying want of attention 
to the meaning; memorizing through repetition or repeating solely 
from memory." 

Teaching, then, which is concerned merely with words them- 
selves, with only meager attention (if any) to meaning, may be 
termed memoriter, memory-level, or rote (following Webster strictly, 
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we would have to say, by rote). This is the familiar, long decried but 
still widely practiced, traditional form which gives rise to the term 
"recitation" to put in motion again, to repeat. It is verbalistic; bar- 
ren; yet discouragingly common. It is the way out, for those who 
know nothing better. To disparage it is merely to join the herd; to 
depart from it is to do the unusual, 

There is another form, however, of nonreflective teaching. That 
we may call understanding-level. To understand is to do something 
other than remember. To understand means to be able to use what 
we know, rather than merely repeat it. Getting the sense or meaning 
of a matter, one can move forward into what is, at least for him, new 
and unexplored territory. And this, in consequence, is precisely the 
kind of test which must be applied in order to determine presence 
or absence of understanding: can the individual correctly resolve 
situations which are novel or new to him such as he has never 
actually thought out before (see Chapter 14) ? Since novelty pre- 
cludes repetition, what one knows has to be used, not repeated. 

The word "meaning" is another which may be used in this con- 
text. Teaching which makes life meaningful is teaching which gets 
at the roots of things, ascertains "what makes them click," and en- 
ables its beneficiaries to become persons of discernment. They are 
the ones whose judgment is sought when serious and important 
plans are being made for the future. For meaning means point- 
ing sign, signify, ^/zification anticipation of what is to come. 
And, since accuracy in anticipation (see Chapter 4) is the relativistic 
test for truth, an important philosophical link is established. 

Furthermore, understandings and meanings are the outcome of 
generalization of experience; of extracting from many particular (or 
single) experiences those principles which are common, general, or 
universal. Thus, we establish another philosophical link, this time 
with our theory of transfer of training (see Chapter 3). And, since 
principle, tentatively adopted and in process of subjection to the test 
of experience and experiment, is what is commonly called theory, un- 
derstanding-level teaching is promotive of respect and concern for 
that which is theoretical and is opposed to the widespread, seemingly 
thoughtless or unconsidered attitude that teaching should deal 
with the practical, not the theoretical. 

In reality, preference for understanding-level over memory-level 
teaching means belief in the proposition that the only way to 
make teaching genuinely practical is to ma\e it basically theoretical. 
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For basic theory or principle is the only kind of mental accomplish- 
ment which has wide usability. A fact, in the sense of a human 
interpretation of a single event or experience, is limited to that event 
or experience. To have wide usability, the interpretation must be 
tested to see whether it holds for a variety of apparently similar ex- 
periences; if so, it becomes a generality or a principle, it becomes 
theoretical. Transfer of training means exactly this, and if training is 
not transferable it is usable, if at all, only in most limited fashion. 

What does this mean for teaching a school subject, such as spell- 
ing? Prior to the 191 o's, spelling was taught by learning first a rule 
and then a list, or lists, of words which followed the rule. Ordinarily, 
the teaching was such as to cause pupils to learn by rote both the 
rule and the words. Hence, it was only occasionally and by chance 
that a pupil would really comprehend or appreciate the connection 
between the rule and the way the words were to be spelled, and a lot 
of rules were learned but never used or applied in the spelling of 
new or unfamiliar words. Under the circumstances, the rules be- 
came useless impedimenta. During the later i9io's when the criterion 
of usefulness came to be rather stringently applied, rules all but dis- 
appeared from spelling textbooks, as also did grouping by rules, 
phonetic or otherwise. The attitude then became that, since the Eng- 
lish language is so largely nonphonetic, rules of spelling not only 
are unused but are unusable. This practice and attitude persisted 
until well past the mid-i93o's, and it is yet far from eliminated. 

With the advent of Henry Clinton Morrison's emphasis on un- 
derstanding-level teaching, 3 slow recovery began to be observable 
and teachers here and there perhaps rather hesitantly began to let 
rules and rules-groupings of similarly spelled words slip back into 
their classes. But such recovery will be of minimum benefit unless 
pupils are made acutely aware of how rules can help them to make 
good guesses at how words ought to be spelled, even before they 
become aware of how they actually are spelled. 

If English spelling were essentially phonetic, as are Italian and 
Japanese Romaji, then spelling instruction could be confined to de- 
veloping working understandings of the phonetic relationships and 
the job would soon be over. What hours of school time could be 
saved for more important matters! Since English falls considerably 
short of being wholly phonetic, the teaching problem is compli- 

8 Henry Clinton Morrison, Practice of Teaching in the Secondary School ', Chicago, 
The University of Chicago Press; 1926. 
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cated. But it is hardly, as often claimed during the 1920*5, non- 
phonetic in its entirety. In fact, actual counting of phonetic and non- 
phonetic letters in paragraphs of ordinary publications in English 
will probably show that between 80 and 90 percent are phonetic, 
depending on how stringent is the definition of phonetic. Is it not 
better that children be required to learn only 15 per cent by rote than 
100 percent? Moreover, since much of even the nonphonetic parts 
are amenable to degrees of generalization (or rule), the 15-percent 
figure is doubtless too large. 

The upshot of our discussion is that the advantages of understand- 
ing-level teaching over memory-level strongly indicate the desirabil- 
ity of return to spelling rules, to rules-groupings of words for spell- 
ing lessons, and, in addition, to testing which places emphasis on 
words which have not been studied beforehand. Tests over previ- 
ously studied words may possibly show something more than mem- 
ory-level achievement, but not dependably so. Teaching of this kind 
will necessarily foster greatly heightened attention to care and pre- 
cision in pronunciation, for that is probably a major cause of mis- 
spelling even now. And, after all, might we not just as well become 
a little more tolerant of "creativity" in spelling, as were our Puritan 
forefathers? We might even come to like "Masachusits" better than 
the conventional rendition; and who would not know what is 
meant ? 

REFLECTIVE TEACHING VERSUS UNDERSTANDING LEVEL 

If, with subject matters such as spelling, we not only seek under- 
standing-level achievement but also develop understandings reflec- 
tively, we derive, as a "fringe benefit," considerably heightened ac- 
complishment. For understandings, reflectively developed, are much 
more thorough than are those taught nonreflectively. 

It is what goes on in pupils' heads that is important educationally. 
What is said by teachers may, or may not, register in the minds of 
children, to say nothing of older aspirants to an education. A 
principle may be explained ever so well by a teacher and even be fol- 
lowed carefully and seem entirely clear to a student, yet be found 
later not to be possessed in usable form by the student. This has 
happened many times to the writer, as student, and he is confident 
that in this regard he is not exceptional. This is a finding of psy- 
chological experimentation. 

On the other hand, when a student is first maneuvered into a 
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problem situation in such a way as really to comprehend it as a prob- 
lem to have an ongoing thought-line actually brought to a halt 
and to sense the cause of the stoppage then he is in a state of intel- 
lectual "readiness" to consider proposed ways to surmount the diffi- 
culty and to sense the relative potentialities of the various proposals. 
Can one, from reading a few closing pages, really appreciate, or 
perhaps even remember, the solution for a detective story unless he 
first becomes pretty thoroughly conversant with the circumstances 
which led to the solution? 

Moreover, only after one has examined a greater or lesser variety of 
possible or likely explanations for a given phenomenon does he* 
"deeply" understand any one of them. The very fact of contrast to 
see not only what a thing is but also what it is not is conducive to 
clarity and depth of comprehension. This is an aspect of the psy- 
chological principle of configuration (of figure and ground) ; noth- 
ing appears to be seeable as a thing-in-itself, but only as a figure 
against a background, and, at least within limits, the sharper the 
contrast the clearer the figure. 

Both of the foregoing conditions are present and functional in the 
reflective development of understandings. Hence, understandings so- 
achieved are of higher quality than those not so. Returning to- 
spelling, after a group of beginners has pretty well mastered the -at 
words, such as "cat," "bat," and "fat," the teacher might then intro- 
duce the -ate words and explain how the terminal silent-<? lengthens 
the preceding vowel and how spelling and pronunciation are both 
affected. But how much greater will be the accomplishment, both 
group and individual, if the pupils themselves are led to work out 
the rule! After working with a carefully expurgated set of -at words 
and mastering the spelling principle, exceptional -ate words are per- 
mitted to slip in and teacher sees to it that their exceptionality is 
sooner or later noted. Well, what shall we do now? How shall we 
decide? Yes, let's see whether we can find other exceptions. Let's 
write them on the blackboard and compare them with the -at words. 
Anyone who has studied young children will perhaps readily see 
that it will not be long before the working principle will be un- 
covered and become clear. And what a good time the youngsters will 
have had in working it out! This is what Raymond Holder Wheeler 
meant when he said, "The life of learning is discovery of plan."' 
By "life" he indeed meant the vivacity or fun of it, as well as the 
very nature of it. Our first chapter was devoted to a report of a mim- 
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her of studies of the efficacy of reflective teaching, studies which seem 
to show rather convincingly the truth of what we are saying. 

So we close this rather brief discussion of reflective teaching by 
noting that democracy appears to require us to teach pupils not only 
what to think but also how to think. And, if our thought-line is 
logically defensible, this requires reflective teaching, at least as an 
overall or dominant procedure. It means making life meaningful 
rather than occupying the time memorizing words. But meanings are 
to be worked out by pupils and teacher, cooperating as a team. They 
are not to be teacher handouts, even though meanings or under- 
standings so taught may represent vast improvement over the mem- 
ory-level recitations of what we hope will soon be yesteryear. And 
finally, when the reflective method is employed rather than either 
memory-level or understanding-level handouts, the meanings of 
life are much more effectually gained and appreciatively grasped, 
and much more enjoyment is experienced in the process. 

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL VERSUS THE LOGICAL 

Before closing the chapter, we need to deal specifically with a 
matter which heretofore has only been indirectly implied. That is the 
question of the psychological versus the logical in the handling of 
subject matter. In looking over what we wrote regarding this 
matter in a previous book, 4 it seems that we now have little to add, 
so with the publisher's permission we repeat that discussion here: 

Certain writers and speakers on educational affairs, all of whom are de- 
sirous of improving the quality of American teaching, have been inclined to 
lay the blame for many of the shortcomings of traditional teaching on the 
fact that it was logical and not psychological. At times, the line-up on this 
controversy has appeared to place professors of education on the side of the 
psychological and experts in the various subject-matter fields, usually mem- 
bers of liberal-arts-college faculties, on the side of the logical. Actually, the 
line-up was by no means 100 percent either way. 

Should subject matter be logical or psychological? That is to say, should its 
arrangement or organization for teaching purposes be logical or psychological? 
Roughly, the argument for logical organization has been that if we are going 
to teach youngsters to think logically we need to arrange their learning in 
logical form. On the other hand, the proponents of psychological organisation 
"have argued that if the material for study is not made interesting to young- 
sters they will not think, or learn to think, at all. 

4 Ernest E. Bayles, The Theory and Practice of Teaching, New York: Harper & 
Brothers, 1950, pp. 127131. 
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Without going further into the arguments, many of which tended to gen- 
erate more heat than light, we might suggest that, since logicality and psy- 
chologicality both seem to be highly desirable qualities, we may do well to as- 
sume that subject matter should be both logical and psychological. But how 
can it be both, when the two qualities have appeared to be so oppositional in 
nature? Perhaps it will be well first to define terms. 

There appear to be as many different forms of logical organization as there 
are purposes for making organizations. A grocer arranges, or organizes, the 
goods on his shelves in such a way as to make them attractive and readily 
available for serving customers. An engineer organizes his knowledge of the 
characteristics of materials in such a way as to make them easily available for 
aid in constructing buildings, bridges, or whatever it may be. But the kind of 
logical organization which is usually referred to by those who would employ 
it for teaching purposes is that of an expert in the subject-matter field. 

According to Dewey, logical organization of an expert in science is "of a 
nature to exhibit to one who understands it the premises from which it fol- 
lows and the conclusions to which it points." 5 Elsewhere he says that "scien- 
tific subject matter is organized with specific reference to the successful con- 
duct of the enterprise of discovery, to knowing as a specialized undertaking." 
And again, "The ideal of scientific organization is that every conception and 
statement shall be of such a kind as to follow from others and to lead to oth- 
ers." 6 

Logical organization from the point of view of a scientific expert in any 
subject-matter field chemistry, geometry, music, literature, or whatever it 
may be is the kind of organization that is needed for scientific purposes, for 
research. Known facts are assembled and organized into principles and prin- 
ciples in turn are used to predict new facts. 

Because the logical organization of a scientific expert represents a wide field 
of factual information arranged in such a way as to serve, for those who un- 
derstand it, as a perfected tool for research, such a form of organization is 
hardly suitable for beginners. Says Dewey, "There is a strong temptation to 
assume that presenting subject matter in its perfected form provides a royal 
road to learning. . . . From the standpoint of the learner scientific form is an 
ideal to be achieved, not a starting point from which to set out." 7 

A beginner cannot possibly appreciate, or understand, such presentation 
because he does not have sufficient experience in the field to make understand- 
ing possible. An understanding might be said to be an interpretation of a 
group of known facts such as will enable an individual to deal successfully 
with those facts and with others like them. Understanding is therefore im- 

5 John Dewey, Democracy and Education, New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1916, p. 256. 
Q Ibtd., p. 224. 
7 Ibid., p. 257. 
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possible until after a considerable number of the facts in a field have been 
experienced and are known. One cannot organize something one does not 
have. 

It would seem, therefore, that the starting point in a process of learning is 
with the knowledge and experiences which the learner actually possesses. 
Moreover, this knowledge and these experiences must be organized in such a 
way as to achieve some purpose which the learner understands and wishes to 
achieve. "The chronological method," says Dewey, "which begins with the 
experience of the learner and develops from that the proper modes of scientific 
treatment is called the 'psychological* method in distinction from the logical 
method of the expert or specialist." 8 He then goes on to say, "Moreover by fol- 
lowing, in connection with problems selected from the material of ordinary 
acquaintance, the methods by which scientific men have reached their per- 
fected knowledge, he gains independent power to deal with material within 
his range and avoids the mental confusion and intellectual distaste attendant 
upon studying matter whose meaning is only symbolic." 9 

Our definition of psychological organization is that it is the type which /o/- 
lows the logic of a growing mind. Psychological organization is achieved 
when the organizer steps down from the rostrum of the expert and looks at 
the world through the eyes of a learner. An ongoing, or easily evoked, in- 
terest is chosen as a starting point. It may be suggested by a pupil or by the 
teacher. It makes little difference who actually offers the suggestion originally, 
as long as it genuinely represents an ongoing or easily evoked interest. 

With discussion started, it is adroitly guided so as sooner or later to cul- 
minate in a problem. But it must be a pupil's problem and one which really 
challenges him, not a problem which concerns only a teacher or an expert. The 
study and solution of this problem are followed into the consequences or im- 
plications of the solution, until soon another problem is opened and the proc- 
ess repeats. So it goes, one problem leading into another as the learner's 
outlook broadens and deepens. This type of organization we would call 
psychological. 

Nothing is taken up which does not have the active interest of the class, 
but it is expected that a teacher's influence will have much to do, though by 
no means all, with molding pupil interests. What we want is in reality pupil- 
teacher planning neither pupil planning nor teacher planning alone, the one 
to the exclusion of the other. We would expect the original plans of the 
teacher to be distinctly modified by pupil contributions as each study pro- 
gresses. 

The process of solving a problem requires that data be gathered and or- 
ganized. As previously noted, the accepted solution is the one which enables 
the data to be arranged in a thoroughly harmonious, or logical, pattern. Thus, 



., pp. 257-258. 
*/*., p. 258. 
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the solution of a given problem means that an organization of the materials 
of study has been reached which is logical in as far as the participators in the 
study have been able to make it Therefore, through a psychological approach 
a logical organization is reached. In this way organization of the subject mat- 
ter of teaching becomes simultaneously logical and psychological. 

"Rome was not built in a day," and we do not try to bring youngsters to 
the logical organization of experts in a single bound. As a learner progresses, 
step by step, his outlook broadens and deepens with the addition of new in- 
sights and the modification of old ones. But the teacher must see that, with 
the additions and modifications of insight, each learner also continually con- 
siders how well the new and the old agree. Failure to agree may require modi- 
fication of the old or of the new, or perhaps of both. But the question of con- 
sistency of total outlook should be an important consideration at every step 
of the way. Consistency is the essence of logical organization. 

In this way the further a learner progresses along the highway of learning, 
the further does he progress toward the logical organization of experts. This 
is Dewey's meaning when he says, as already quoted, that "scientific form is 
an ideal to be achieved, not a starting point from which to set out." 

Furthermore, we may mention in passing that our own experience has 
shown that, in organizing teaching units and courses of study, we find some 
of the best suggestions for a "psychological approach to logical organization'* 
in the historical development of the subject in question. This should not be 
surprising because the growth of any field of intellectual endeavor has been 
the product of mankind collectively laboring with pressing, practical problems 
of one kind or another. The characteristic pattern of development has seemed 
to follow, first, practical problems of everyday living until a broad, unifying 
principle has been formulated. Then, interest has turned to theoretical out- 
workings of the principle until, after a while, new practical applications have 
become evident Thus, we have gone from the practical to the theoretical 
and back again, always reaching broader and higher levels of insight. This too 
is psychological approach to logical organization, and an individual "mind 
in the making" can often with profit follow the collective "mind in the mak- 
ing," because both naturally and more or less inevitably follow the same gen- 
eralized pattern. 

It will probably become evident to the reader as he peruses the next 
chapter that what has just been said about the logicalizing of subject 
matter in learner's minds as a result, we hope, of reflective study 
fits exactly into the overall educational purpose of developing en- 
hanced and more harmonious outlooks on the life of which students 
are a part. Harmonization might almost be thought as synonymous 
with logicalization. Once, when preparing a chapter of a previous 
book, I asked a colleague an expert in the field to read it for 
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scientific accuracy. One of the first remarks he made in a follow-up 
conference was, "That is one of the most logically developed treat- 
ments of the field I have ever seen." I smiled and replied, "Well, that's 
interesting, because it was planned to be psychological to follow the 
logic of a growing mind." Thus, it seems that being logical is to 
handle harmoniously what is to be handled. An approach to a solu- 
tion, to be logical, has to be in keeping with the processes of a 
mind at that stage of development; that is the psychological. The 
culmination of the study of the problem calls also for a logic, but 
then it is the logic of solution and is different from the logic of ap- 
proach. To foist either logic upon the other aspect of the study 
process is to violate the principle of logicality itself. 
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CHAPTER 13 



American Educational Purpose 
and Program 



OF unquestioned first-line significance, yet something 
from which most investigators seemingly try to maintain safe dis- 
tance, is the matter of what ought to be the fundamental purpose 
or purposes of American education. Determining what these are 
is a sizable task, but it appears to be much less formidable or for- 
bidding than that of considering what they ought to be. The latter, 
however, is the matter of crucial importance since, until it is rela- 
tively settled, we are in no position to tell whether those which now 
obtain should continue or should be changed. It is to the question 
of what American education should be designed to accomplish that 
we wish to address this chapter. 

Investigational methods for determining what is are fairly well 
established. Not so for determining what ought to be. Yet we are 
continually faced with the stark necessity of deciding what ought to 
be, and we seem pretty well convinced that by "using our heads" we 
can reach better decisions than we can in any other way. Considera- 
tion of ends, goals, or purposes which merit adoption involves 
values and value-theory. And values seem highly personal, maybe 
dreadfully so; humanly subjective. You may be fully convinced that 
what I want or like is not what I ought to, but I doubt that you 
will go so far as to say you J(now it to be so. This about adds up to 
saying that, on values, our hearts determine rather than our heads. 

But in Chapter 7 we noted that in arriving at values in evalua- 
tion heads may be very helpful, especially so since the whole realm 
of instrumental values is* subject to scientific verification and even 
intrinsic values have a way of continually shifting from intrinsic to 
extrinsic (or instrumental) and back again. Furthermore, even 
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among intrinsics there seems to be for everyone a flexible though 
fairly stable "order of precedence"; one which evinces itself when- 
ever conflicts arise, as they seem to be continually doing, among 
intrinsics. And, although when such conflicts arise it seems that 
hearts are determinative rather than heads, nevertheless determina- 
tion of whether conflicts actually do exist is a scientifically verifiable 
matter, so heads can be helpful even then. Since all this has been 
previously discussed at length, we merely review the points here and 
shall neither illustrate nor elaborate. 

With the foregoing in mind, we return to the question for this 
chapter, "What ought to be the fundamental purpose or purposes of 
American education?" Obviously, for the educational enterprise 
itself, our question is one of an intrinsic or end-value. However, 
education is not the sole-and-only concern of this nation; in fact, as 
an aspect of national policy it is perhaps a means or instrument 
for achieving something still more inclusive; some further end. This 
further something to which we as a nation seemingly are committed 
is democracy. For educational purposes it does not seem immediately 
pertinent that we examine why we are democratically committed. 
Sooner or later, that question doubtless needs to be met consciously 
and squarely, but for this chapter (and maybe even for this book) 
that seems unnecessary. 

A more immediate question is what we shall take democracy to 
mean, and that is dealt with in Chapter 10. There we show why we 
assume democracy to be governmental organization which repre- 
sents equality of opportunity to participate in the making of de- 
cisions and equality of obligation to abide by them. Since this places 
responsibility for the wisdom or non wisdom of governmental enact- 
ments squarely upon the shoulders of the governed, it behooves a 
democratic citizenry first, to exercise as much wisdom as it can, and, 
second, to enhance the wisdom of each and every member as much 
as possible. 

To achieve the first behoof, education for democracy should con- 
tinually strive to sensitize the citizenry, present and prospective, to 
the fact of personal responsibility: decisions will be wise or foolish as 
they make them, each and every one. This indeed is a very sobering 
principle, once it is really comprehended. And perhaps a serious 
failure of American education today is that the population in gen- 
eral and teachers in particular are not sufficiently clear and em- 
phatic on this point. The common attitude, that politics is a dirty, 
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nasty racket with which respectable and intelligent persons should 
not soil themselves, would certainly seem to be one which a demo- 
cratic people would, for its own good, not dare to tolerate. Shall this 
be other than a matter of primary concern in a democratic educa- 
tional program? This does not mean indoctrination; it does mean 
that democratic teaching has an obligation to see that all for whom 
it is responsible have repeated opportunities to study with care how 
decisions are affected by the application or lack of application of this 
principle. 

To achieve the second behoof, to develop as discerning a citizenry 
as possible, education for democracy seems obligated to promote re- 
flective teaching (see Chapters i and 12); teaching which, while 
promoting arrival at present decisions or conclusions, simultane- 
ously reveals (through practice) how to arrive at future ones; teach- 
ing which helps students learn how to think as well as what to think. 
Although in this regard American education is, on the whole, at 
least abreast (perhaps a little ahead) of the world at large, it is cer- 
tainly not accomplishing what it should. Classes are overwhelm- 
ingly conducted as promulgators of information to be stored for 
possible future use, mainly in passing final examinations. (This 
situation is particularly evident from upper elementary school 
through college; it is seemingly aggravated as the students mount 
the ladder.) It is true that our overarching culture does seem to 
promote a degree of intellectual independence among the citizenry 
and that our schools contribute somewhat. But a great deal more 
seemingly could be done and surely should be done. Is it not high 
time to dispense with factual examinations, in which students are 
called upon merely to repeat what they know, and go all-out for ex- 
aminations which test understanding and promote reflection, in 
which students are called upon to use what they know? This would 
mean large use of open-book examinations, in which students 
would be permitted to bring class notes and books of reference to the 
examinations and use them as desired. 

Thus, it appears that, if we adopt the premise that American edu- 
cation should carry out the democratic commitment and that de- 
mocracy should be defined as above, we are logically committed to 
foster intellectual independence among our people and, therefore, 
to promote reflective teaching. Independent learning capacity, then, 
ought to be a fundamental and functional part or aspect of our 
overall educational purpose. Is anything else required? 
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Although intellectual independence or independent learning ca- 
pacity can be an educational objective, hence representing subject 
matter or curriculum content, its achievement seems to be essen- 
tially a matter of method. What is affected is mainly how we teach, 
regardless of what we teach. In other words, every teaching unit 
should derive its basic methodological pattern from the reflective 
process. This is not to say that a teacher should never "tell" a stu- 
dent anything. Far from it. Without information, high-quality 
thought is impossible, and surely information should be obtained 
wherever and however feasible. If needed and not conveniently 
available otherwise, why should a teacher not tell it? Much infor- 
mation is unobtainable by "thinking," and certainly obtaining in- 
formation should not per se be thought of as thinking. This is to 
say, however, that a major source of information and experience 
which students gain regarding the process of reflective thought 
should be their own procedures as, with the help of an able teacher, 
they make progress in the attainment of wisdom and discernment. 

But what are the basic "whats" of democratic teaching? What 
ought to constitute curriculum content? Or, to look at it another 
way, what should be our criteria for choice of subject matter? Up 
to this point, we have been making deductions which grow logically 
out of our original premises of democracy as accepted govern- 
mental pattern and of the definition which we have found it neces- 
sary to employ. Now, however, we seem to have reached a stopping 
point and must regroup our forces. As we have noted in Chapter n, 
the only requirement which democracy makes as to the outcomes 
of the thinking which is done in classrooms is that they shall satisfy 
whatever criteria bases for judgment have been adopted for the 
purpose. What those criteria shall be is a matter subject to time, place, 
and circumstance; each new occasion calling for redetermination. 
Thus, we have come to what may be called a "logical break- 
point," wherein deductions from a given proposition terminate and 
those from a new one begin. 

What kind of thought patterns should we seek to promote in the 
minds of those who are preparing for full-fledged democratic citizen- 
ship ? This is a tricky problem since, though "guidance" is required, 
indoctrination must be avoided. The configuration of thought pat- 
terns possessed by a given individual at a given time may be called 
his "outlook on life," something which is very tangible and very 
real even though, because it is often very complicated, it is often 



American Educational Purpose and Program 207 

very elusive. What kind of outlooks on life should democratic edu- 
cation seek to develop? 

Perhaps the first stipulation is that they should be outlooks "on 
the life of which the students are a fart!' This was for long a mat- 
ter of insistence by Dewey. The future he was far from ignoring; 
likewise, the past. In fact, the future was for him a major concern; 
the past must be examined for the light it may possibly shed upon 
what steps should presently be taken in order to promote a desirable 
or desired future. Thus, it is assumed that by dealing reflectively 
with the present problems and issues of the here and now we 
shall likely be doing the best we can, first, to lay the groundwork 
for a desirable future and, second, to develop the competence neces- 
sary to deal with future problems and issues as and when they arise. 

But what kind of outlooks shall be considered good and what 
not good? This, obviously, is a value-problem, and, for the present 
purpose, one which is largely intrinsic, hence, distinctly personal or 
arbitrary a matter on which a people has to make up its own mind. 
To this question we want an answer which is as thoroughly Ameri- 
can as possible. And we reach our answer in the following way. 

In seeking solutions to our hard, practical problems of the here- 
and-now, the American people seems pretty well convinced of, and 
highly dependent upon, the scientific method; broadly viewed, of 
course, but that in essence or spirit. Even though many of us may 
be theoretically insistent upon the efficacy of dependence upon 
"higher authority" for solution of the bigger, more fundamental 
problems of life, still, such persons are seemingly never happy with 
other than scientific, practical solutions to the smaller ones. And, as 
with Eddie Cantor's observation on the outcome of an early agree- 
ment with his wife that he would settle the bigger problems and 
she the smaller ones, actual occasions for settlement of bigger prob- 
lems never seem to arise. Actual settlements always seem to involve 
the smaller problems; never the larger ones. Who among us are 
willing to settle on a charge for gas, water, or electricity on any basis 
other than the reading of a tested meter? 

A scientific solution to a problem should perhaps be taken to be 
a thought pattern which, first, takes into account all obtainable in- 
formation (data) pertinent to the problem and, second, causes those 
data to become apparently harmonious or compatible with one an- 
other. After all data, which pertain and can possibly be obtained, 
have been obtained, then only the thought pattern which causes alt 
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such data, without exception, to fit together in apparent harmony is 
accepted as the "good" solution the one which settles the matter 
""beyond reasonable doubt." Thus, a thought pattern (or outlook) 
which is scientifically satisfactory is one which satisfies the criterion 
of "adequacy and harmony of outlool^ or conclusion in light of ob- 
tainable data!' Careful analysis of any competently performed and 
reported investigation of a crime, whether from book, magazine, 
radio, or television, will reveal this principle at work. 

Although the above method is one which ordinarily is taken as 
applicable to problems involving truth, it also seems to suggest a 
criterion which can be useful in settling problems of value. We 
have been referring to it as a "good" way to achieve a "good" solu- 
tion; and "good" is a value-adjective. Our proposal a personal de- 
cision, of course, as it has to be is that a truly American criterion 
for judging a "good" outlook on life is one which is adequate and 
harmonious in light of obtainable data. While granting that this is 
an arbitrary or personal judgment as to what is truly American, 
we insist that it is a judgment which fulfils its own requirements 
it lives up to, or is in keeping with, itself. It covers, harmoniously, 
a very wide expanse of American ideals and aims. Especially is it 
thoroughly in keeping with democratic educational requirements, 
for it provides teachers with a workable instrument for guiding 
pupil thinking yet at the same time avoids indoctrination. This is a 
principle which does not have to be adopted, but we have yet to dis- 
<x>ver one which better satisfies requirements. 

To summarize the conclusion which our thinking has so far 
reached, we can say that American education ought seemingly to 
promote development of more adequate and more harmonious stu- 
dent outlooks on the life of which they are a part, and heightened 
capacity to reconstruct outlooks independently. This conclusion 
seems to be the one to which we are logically committed if we as- 
sume, first, the democratic commitment and take that to mean equal- 
ity of opportunity to participate in the making of decisions and 
equality of obligation to abide by them and, second, the scientific 
commitment as an axiological or value-principle and take such com- 
mitment to mean adequacy and harmony of outlook in light of ob- 
tainable data. It is democracy which requires independent capacity 
to construct and reconstruct outlooks, and scientific commitment 
which requires adequacy and harmony of outlook. But, in keeping 
with both democracy and the method of science, neither requirement 
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is a static one. As the world grows and as people grow, previously 
adequate outlooks become inadequate, and harmony achieved on 
old bases sometimes becomes disharmonious when the new also has 
to be encompassed. Hence, the capacity for progressive and con- 
tinuous "reconstruction of experience" (Dewey's own expression) 
is the keystone of the arch of habits whose formation is a require- 
ment of democratic education. 

Although we have reached a conclusion which represents an an- 
swer to the question which opens this chapter, we are by no means 
through. In fact, it might be said that we are just now ready to be- 
gin; that is, to begin operations, or to work at the operational leveL 
However, from this point for a long way ahead, each next step is 
logically deducible. Few, if any, logical break-points will be met or 
new premises required. 

Our next step is to state the educational program which seemingly 
grows out of our statement of purpose. It is to promote reflective 
studies of problems which represent not only inadequacies but also 
disharmonies in student outlooks on the life of which they are a 
part. For to promote adequacy of outlook, we must begin with in- 
adequacies; to promote harmony of outlook, we must begin with 
disharmonies; and to promote reflective capacity, we must provide 
students with repeated opportunities to study problems reflectively. 

Teaching method can be disposed of quickly. It must be basically 
reflective, whatever the curricular field. This means reflective teach- 
ing; hence the reader is reminded both of Chapter 12 and also of 
Chapter i, "Experiments with Reflective Teaching." To be scien- 
tifically reflective will be far from always required, as this chapter 
has shown regarding our derivation of American educational pur- 
pose, and as does Chapter 10 on derivation of a definition of democ- 
racy. We do not claim to have reached a scientific answer in either 
case; nor in Chapter n wherein we deal with the implications of 
democracy for keeping school. But do we not have justification for 
claiming those treatments to be reflective or thoughtful? We have 
done what was proposed near the close of Chapter n as a demo- 
cratic educational requirement: we have adopted criteria and have 
tried to be bound by them. We do not claim to have reached the 
"only" answer, in the sense of a philosophical absolute. But we do 
insist that we have reached a rather binding one, bound first by the 
deductive logic we have tried to follow, second by the premises from 
which the deductions are made. Seemingly, to "get out of the bind,"" 



210 Democratic Educational Theory 

we must either find a flaw in the logic or challenge the premises. 

What, now, of curriculum? To what criteria for choice o subject 
matter does our educational purpose commit us ? Obviously, we are 
to study "problems which represent not only inadequacies but also 
disharmonies in student outlooks on the life of which they are a 
part/' Thus, we have a substitute for Dewey's principle long a 
subject of criticism because of its seeming vagueness of "growth 
which leads to more growth." (On this it might be noted that Bode 
was one of the leading critics.) That our criterion will indeed pro- 
mote "growth which leads to more growth," I believe can be demon- 
strated. But it is hoped that our substitute is more explicit and may 
be more understandable than Dewey's. 

In the first place, the life of which students are a part is to be 
taken as an inclusive expression, at least as broad as the terms "her- 
itage" or "culture." It is meant to include everything objects, per- 
sons, and events which pushes or pulls them about; everything 
which affects them either immediately or remotely. Hence, we call 
it the students' world of effect. Moreover, it includes past as well as 
present, and, in the sense in which the future exerts a pull upon 
the present, future is also involved. Thus, a student's world of effect 
represents a space-time continuum which is far-flung and inclusive. 

On the other hand, student outlooks represent another world a 
world of insight. A student's outlook, representing a compendium 
or configuration of the insights which he possesses, represents what 
he knows of his world of effect. Hence, his "world of insight" is an 
expression which signifies what he knows of his world of effect. 
This may be needless multiplication of terms, but my experience is 
that it tends to be helpful. Simply stated, one's world of insight is 
merely what one knows of one's world of effect, that is, of what 
pushes and pulls one about. And, since a person ordinarily is con- 
cerned to know progressively more and more of what is pushing 
and pulling him about, the growth principle in this regard is to ex- 
pand (enhance) one's world of insight toward further encompass- 
ment of his world of effect. Of course, if and when one's world of 
effect also keeps expanding, this is a continuing pursuit, and growth 
is leading ever to more growth. 

But our criterion is not confined to expansion alone, and the sec- 
ond aspect harmonization is fully as important as the first. The 
only difference is that, although the first has been a functioning 
criterion in education of the young perhaps as long as such educa- 
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tion has been practiced, the second has for the most part been func- 
tionally nonexistent. When something has appeared to be unsatis- 
factory about existing curricula, the almost universally adopted 
remedy has been to add a new course, or new items within courses. 
Seldom has the question been asked, "Does what we have hang 
together?" 

It is at this juncture that Boyd Henry Bode brought pressure to 
bear. It might well be said that he spent a professional lifetime in- 
veighing against our seeming unawareness that numerous sig- 
nificant aspects of our heritage or culture simply do not hang to- 
gether. Following is a sampling of his thought: 

If we note . . . how the schools adapted themselves to this rising tide of 
demands, we are in a position to see both how our educational system has be- 
come needlessly cumbersome and how it has become involved in a sorry 
confusion of purposes or aims. 

Whenever something is found to be lacking, the favorite remedy is to start 
an agitation for an extension of the curriculum. . . . 

The result of this general tendency has naturally been to produce a curricu- 
lum containing a bewildering variety of more or less unrelated "subjects.". . . 

Our educational practice of compartmentalization not only keeps basic 
problems out of sight, but adds to the difficulty of locating them. . . . 

The consequence of such education is that we acquire an insensitiveness 
to contradictions in beliefs and practices which would otherwise be quite un- 
intelligible. . . . 

The belief in anything is apparently not regarded as a bar to the belief in 
its opposite. * . . 

Logically it is impossible to believe that a thing is round and also that it is 
square, but psychologically there does not seem to be any particular difficulty 
about it. All that is needed is to keep these beliefs in separate compartments 
and to use them in turn as may be convenient. . . . 

Our notion of democracy is in part a hang-over from the past and in part 
a product of modern conditions, which means that we have no respectable 
philosophy of democracy at all. ... 

In brief, the basic trouble with the modern college is that, like Stephen Lea- 
cock's horseman, it rides off in all directions at once. 1 

1 Boyd Henry Bode, The Educational Frontier, New York: The Century Co., 1933, 
Pp. 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 15-16. 
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He finally reaches the conclusion in the chapter that "the primary 
concern of a democratic educational procedure is to stimulate a re- 
construction of our beliefs and habits in the light of their mutual 
relationships." 2 Thus, by having a study begin with recognition of 
an incompatibility or disharmony in outlook, there then is a pos- 
sibility that out of the study may come harmonization. Certainly, 
that is the point of the strategy. 

Summing up, each study unit in the curriculum is required to 
focus upon a problem which represents either an inadequacy in out- 
look, or a disharmony, or, preferably, both. In other words, students 
must study issues; matters which, at least as far as they are con- 
cerned, are unsettled. Use the adjective "controversial" if you must, 
but it is redundant to say the least, unnecessary for, if a matter 
is not controversial, it is not an issue. 

A study, chosen because it represents a problem (an I-don't-know 
situation) which involves both an inadequacy and a disharmony in 
outlook and beginning (through problem-raising tactics) with such, 
moves forward in the direction of adding or remodeling insights 
which serve to fill in gaps, to clarify confusions, and to harmonize 
disharmonies. Thus progress is made toward more adequate and 
more harmonious student outlooks on the life of which they are a 
part. 

And is this not real progression in the direction of improving the 
mental health, not only of the students themselves but progressively 
of the nation as well? After all, it is not long before youths reach 
adulthood and become active participants in the body politic. For 
are not the findings of those who study mental pathology that an 
extremely fertile source of mental ill health is the unrealized self- 
contradictions which, by existing in a human personality, cause that 
person to be his own worst enemy? Resistance by an outside source 
tends sooner or later to become identified as such and has possibili- 
ties of being avoided if not overcome. But resistance within one's 
self cannot be avoided, because one cannot get away from one's 
self, and, worse yet, it is likely to go unseen and unknown. Charging 
the normal educational process with responsibility for systematically 
seeking out potential complexes (disharmonies in outlook or intra- 
personal conflicts), bringing them into the open, and possibly iron- 
ing them out before they become pathological would surely seem 

2 Ibid., p. 29. 
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to carry out the time-honored adage of an ounce of prevention 
worth a pound of cure. 

As one's world of effect continues to expand, requiring expanding 
outlooks via added insights merely to keep pace, so does this ex- 
panding world of effect also require continual reexamination of total 
outlook in the interest of continuing the degree of harmony already 
attained, to say nothing of increasing it. Thus, for both aspects of 
our criterion, growth leads to more growth, and Dewey's insistence 
is having its way. 

That new knowledge may entirely upset an old integration is 
strikingly illustrated by the discovery of radioactivity during the 
1890*8 by the Curies. One discovery led to another in rapid suc- 
cession until, in what seems an incredibly short time, the two great 
principles of Isaac Newton, the laws of Conservation of Mass and 
Conservation of Energy, had to be rejected and replaced by the uni- 
fied law of the Conservation of Mass-Energy. 3 Moreover, such an 
overturn in scientific thinking soon began to have its effect on philo- 
sophical thought, and the relativistic philosophical and psychological 
thinking of Dewey gained tremendous support by the scientific over- 
turn. And it may not be too unkind to pause here for a moment and 
offer the suggestion to those who still cling to absolutistic philoso- 
phies that we would be more than glad to welcome them into the 
twentieth century. After all, straight thinking on a pre-twentieth- 
century basis may possibly require alteration to achieve equal 
straightness when the expanded knowledge-base of the twentieth 
century has to be considered. 

Perhaps you are now wondering how to get started on setting 
up units for a curriculum such as here envisioned. Where do we be- 
gin? This is one advantage of the proposal; you can begin where 
you are and with what you are now dealing. You do not have to 
have a core program or anything special. You have pupils and they 
have outlooks on the world of which they are a part. For a given 
occasion, the most important unit-topic is the intrapersonal problem- 
conflict (inadequacy-disharmony) which promises most in immedi- 
ate expansion and harmonization of your own pupils' outlooks. Oth- 
ers will open up as you move along; begin where you and your 

3 We hasten to add, however, that Newton's two laws appear still to hold regarding 
the territory for which they were originally designed that which lies between the 
realms of the sub-atomic and of the astronomical. 
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pupils are. Let us assume both reflective method and subject matter 
which deals with intrapersonal problem-conflicts. 

A kindergarten teacher, struggling with a roomful of little self- 
centered individualists, opines aloud on how the room can possibly 
be made to look pretty for a visit by Idamae's and Frankie's mothers 
while she attends to a lot of other things that must be done. Of 
course, the children want the room to look pretty. What needs to 
be done? Who can do what? For many, coming newly from homes 
where they have had no personal responsibilities, this can be a really 
impressive study in cooperation. And they will love it. 

A lower-grade teacher, ready to take up multiplication, asks how 
many pencils the children in the first six chairs to the left have. Each 
indicates how many he has, and the numbers are added. Several other 
group totals are determined, and maybe the sum total of all. Then 
she might ask how many shoes or ears each group has, or, supposing 
each has three pencils, how many would each group have. With the 
prior addition context and with no previous experience in multiplica- 
tion, the class is likely to determine all answers by addition. Pos- 
sibly some adroitness will have to be exercized to maintain the addi- 
tion context for a bit, but possibly someone will pretty soon note 
that they are doing an easy job a hard way. If so, the teacher can 
feign surprise and ask how so. If not, the teacher may have to broach 
it. Then it will probably rather quickly dawn on the class that mul- 
tiplication is a short cut to addition, in the special case when all the 
numbers are the same. All they need to know is the various com- 
binations, and, with experience, these can soon be learned. That mul- 
tiplication be from the first understood in this way invests it with 
meaning which can easily divest it of the fear and drudgery which 
so often make it a bugbear for youngsters. 

A high school social-studies class is noting the events in the Little 
Rock, Arkansas, school segregation issue. Since education is an un- 
stated power which constitutionally resides with the separate states, 
it seems clear that federal intervention is unjustified. Yet it was 
Supreme Court action which precipitated the issue, and President 
Eisenhower seemed to have convincing precedents for his action. 
Moreover, if a people as a whole wants something, is it democratic 
justice to permit a group within it to block satisfaction of that want? 
Does this not set up the problem in a way that would be compre- 
hended by an eleventh- or twelfth-grade class? And does it not give 
promise for a thoughtful study which would not need to be indoc- 
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trinative, which might indeed not settle the matter in the minds of 
all class members, but which would promote progress toward an 
enhanced and much more harmonious outlook on the whole prob- 
lem of states rights and federal control, on the part of students as 
well as teacher, than existed before? 

These examples have been chosen to represent the extremes of a 
continuum of issues which would be normal topics for study in 
a curriculum built upon the pattern we have been discussing. The 
kindergarten and lower-grade problems represent issues certainly not 
publicly controversial and certainly intellectually simple. The segre- 
gation case is certainly the opposite. In between, the entire gamut 
will be run. But the basic educational strategy can be the same for 
all, and this is what our proposal implies. It applies equally for crea- 
tive art expression and for a class in woodwork or sewing. Creativity 
is creativity in whatever form it may appear, and it can only be de- 
pendably expected when a concerned mind is hard at work upon 
a perplexing and challenging issue. 

Before we stop thinking about this matter, even temporarily, let 
me hasten to point out another matter which, from discouragingly 
persistent experience, I know is likely to develop into a source of 
confused thinking. Please recall that reflective study is possible 
whether scientific criteria are at work or not. Other criteria may be 
employed just as well in satisfying the democratic requirement of 
equality of opportunity to participate in decision-making (see Chap- 
ter u), as well as in promoting independent learning ability or abil- 
ity to reconstruct outlooks independently. It seems most important 
that one guard against the high likelihood of concluding that, if 
one teaches reflectively, one will if so facto promote adequacy and 
harmony of outlook, and vice versa. This is a pitfall which should 
be avoided. 

It is undeniably possible to promote more adequate and more har- 
monious oudooks without teaching reflectively at all. One can simply 
set up the conflict or incompatibility and proceed to show how it is 
to be resolved. This procedure may not achieve as thorough a job 
as will the reflective process; that I would not only grant, but would 
insist upon. But it is possible. On the other hand, because adequacy 
and harmony of outlook are not the only criteria which will make 
reflective teaching possible, reflection and reflective abilities may be 
promoted without doing much toward harmonization of outlooks. 
My heart can be quite all right and my liver go bad; or my liver 
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can be quite all right and my heart go bad. And it certainly behooves 
me to have a doctor who can diagnose accurately whether it is either 
one, and, if so, which one it is. The same holds for the educational 
distinction which I am pointing out. Improved outlook is one thing; 
improved capacity to reconstruct outlooks independently is quite 
another. In your thinking, do not rna\e them one and the samel 
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CHAPTER 14 



Appraisal of Pupil Progress 



IT is often averred by those in educational measure- 
ment that a philosopher is getting pretty far afield when he presumes 
to set foot in this area. And, to a great extent, educational philoso- 
phers seem to honor such limitation, for they do not often devote 
discussions to matters pertaining strictly thereto. 

If, however, it is admitted that before one can tell much about 
how to measure he must first determine what to measure, then it 
seems clear that determination of educational objectives must pre- 
cede determination of appraisal techniques, and the matter of objec- 
tives is certainly within the domain of educational philosophy. Fur- 
thermore, the question of suitability of means to ends seems also to 
be clearly a matter of philosophical concern. Hence, a number of 
very important aspects in appraisal of pupil progress evidently lie 
within the domain of educational philosophy. It is to matters of this 
kind that we shall devote this chapter. 1 

We assume that the purpose of pupil appraisal is instructional 
rather than merely reportorial; that any classroom examination sys- 
tem should be designed primarily to help youngsters become edu- 
cated and only secondarily to derive "grades" to be placed on a "re- 
port card." We are in no sense decrying the business o making 
reports to parents, or to other legitimately interested parties, on the 

1 This is by no means our first published treatment of problems in educational 
measurement. Two articles appeared in the Journal of Edttcational Research in 1929 
and 1931 "Testing for Comprehension" and "A Study of Comparative Validity as 
Shown by a Group of Objective Tests"; 'The Problem of Testing" in Science Educa- 
tion in 1936; "The Philosophical Approach to Educational Measurement" in the 
Journal of Educational Administration and Supervision in 1940; "Suggestions Regard- 
ing a Testing Program" in The Elementary Principal in 1946; and the concluding 
chapter in my book, The Theory and Practice of Teaching t published by Harper & 
Brothers in 1950. Occasional paragraphs in the present chapter are, with publishers 
permission, taken from the latter. 
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progress which pupils are making. Indeed, we would be insistent 
that parents or guardians should be kept informed, with candor and 
accuracy, as to what Frankie or Susie is doing in school. For a home 
does have an interest in its own children, and surely in a great ma- 
jority of cases it is a very wholesome and helpful interest; more- 
over, one which can be made more so with the aid of accurate and 
well-handled information. But the major and central function of 
such information, however used, would surely seem to be the light 
it will shed on how Frankie and Susie can be helped to do better 
than he or she has been doing. 

There are those who claim to believe, and who advise, that class- 
room testing be discontinued entirely. Their thought seems to be 
that testing programs have seldom worked satisfactorily, so perhaps 
we should get rid of them entirely. Sober professional thought, how- 
ever, does not seem to have fallen into this line and does not seem 
likely to do so. For it is a psychologically agreed-upon principle 
that, except by remote chance, without knowledge of progress to- 
ward goal there can be no progress. Thus, a well-designed testing 
or appraisal program is a necessary part and perhaps a crucial one 
of any instructional program which is likely to give promise of 
success. 

Our experience has been that the main cause for dissatisfaction 
with testing programs either on the part of students or of school 
personnelhas been lack of validity. When a measuring instrument 
fails to measure with accuracy that which it is supposed to measure, 
what can be expected from its use other than dissatisfaction? When 
students have been told that they are expected to accomplish one 
thing and then discover that they are being tested and "graded" on 
something else entirely, they come out with a feelingand a legiti- 
mate one that they have been gypped. How can they be other than 
resentful? To be specific, teachers often are insistent that they ex- 
pect their students to learn to think, not merely to remember facts. 
Yet the examinations which they give and on which they base 
"grades'* are made up of items almost exclusively memoriter. How 
can such practice be anything but unsatisfactory? 

It would seem, therefore, that a testing program is highly desirable 
if not necessary, that it should be primarily instructional, that it 
should be valid, and that it should be thoroughly compatible with 
the purposes of instruction. Since one aspect of our recorded educa- 
tional purpose is to develop an enhanced and more harmonious out- 
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look on the life of which students are a part, we may begin with 
this. 

Enhancement of outlook means increase in scope, breadth and 
depth, or coverage. How much does one know? If this were all we 
were interested in, much of current classroom-testing practice would 
probably be considered more or less satisfactory. As between ob- 
jective and essay-type tests, the former would perhaps be thought 
preferable because of the possibility of greater coverage in given 
time. Between 1920 and 1950, the practice of using objective tests 
that is, tests which were called objective grew by leaps and 
bounds. More recently, however, somewhat of a reversal may be 
detectable. For, when students are seldom asked to express ideas or 
answer questions in their own words, they fail to get experience 
and training in the art of self -expression and also tend to obtain from 
instruction little more than empty words, the lingo of instructor 
and textbook. Please note that we have not said that that is all they 
obtain; we are convinced, however, that the tendency is in that direc- 
tion. 

This is also not to say that the only training students get in schools 
in the art of verbal self-expression is by way of essay-type examina- 
tions. But this is a very fruitful way in which such experience may 
be gained, and it tends to promote transfer of this kind of training 
because it impresses upon students the value of competent verbal 
communication outside of English classes as well as within, besides 
greatly increasing opportunities for supervised practice. It may well 
be that some of the responsibility for what is thought by many to 
be the present low state of proficiency in English composition must 
be assigned to the 1920-1950 growth in the employment o objective 
tests. 

Another consideration in determining how much students know 
is whether it is to be understanding, or mere memory. As we discuss 
in Chapter 12, understanding represents using what one knows, 
whereas memory requires merely repeating what one knows. And, 
since a wide degree of transferability of what one knows is surely 
to be sought, then understanding or ability to apply or use is cer- 
tainly to be desired over memory. What is the difference between 
memory-level and understanding-level testing? 

The answer to this question is most simple. It is merely that to 
test memory we ask for essentially exact repetition of previous ex- 
perience. But to test understanding we must introduce novelty; to 
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use or apply what one knows, one must be confronted with a situa- 
tion definitely different from what has been previously experienced. 
The same generalized relationship has to be applicable, but the de- 
tails have to be different. If a child has learned to add two and three 
in terms of fingers and marbles, he has to be tested in terms, say, of 
toothpicks and pennies. If the exact items used in learning are used 
also in testing, there is no assurance that the one taking the test is 
doing other than remembering the items themselves. 

It is quite true that one who is meticulous or who possibly is in- 
clined to quibble may reply that memory is also at work in a case 
of application; the relationship has to be remembered. But this is 
true only if and when books, notebooks, and other informational 
sources are not available. Making the test "open-book," wherein all 
likely relationships are readily available for reference should memory 
fail, will obviate even this recourse to memory as a necessity. 

And why should not such practice be followed in classroom ex- 
aminations? Is this not comparable to "real-life" situations? How 
many of us would be happy to trust our lives upon a bridge de- 
signed by an architect who relied entirely on memory for the stress- 
and-strain formulae which he used in drawing up plans and specifi- 
cations? Or to trust the advice of a physician who we knew never 
checked his references to keep his memory accurate? Of course, 
either architect or physician would be slowed tremendously if every 
time he had to look up every formula which he might have to use. 
But is it easily possible for us to keep from remembering many or 
most of the relationships which we commonly use? 

Do we have to make such a fetish out of memory-level testing? 
Can we not "let nature take her course," let our memories do what 
they will, without benefit of special forcing by teachers? Is it not 
high time to dispense with memory-level testing entirely? What 
genuinely educational end does it achieve that perhaps would not 
be more adequately and economically obtained by a testing program 
more in keeping with democratic educational objectives? The ex- 
perimental findings which are presented in our first chapter show 
that the altered kind of teaching, therein indicated, actually does 
achieve greater memory-level retention than when memory-level 
outcomes are sought by forcing, or as ends in themselves. 

In a previous work, the writer discussed at considerable length 
the use of objective-type examinations designed to measure under- 
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standing, or the ability to use ideas. 2 Included in an appendix were 
a number of full examinations exemplifying the various objective 
types. The plan was that presented by the writer in 1929, somewhat 
of a modification of that proposed by Morrison in 1926:* It seems 
hardly justifiable to repeat here what is readily obtainable from these 
other sources. The point of the plan is merely that the test items 
verbal statements, questions which require mathematical or other 
particularized answers, or other suitable items should be such that 
an examinee has never seen, heard, or thought about before. They 
are novel. 

Of course, novelty is a function of time, place, and person. What 
is novel for one person may not be so for another, and what is novel 
for a given person at one time may not be so at another. Hence, 
novelty for the greatest number of examinees possible is what is 
sought and hoped for; 100 percent novelty is not expected. There- 
fore, several different opportunities to apply a given idea or prin- 
ciple need to be presented, always using care to avoid what was 
given or said in class, in the textbook, or may elsewhere have been 
presented to examinees in an authoritative manner. In as far as pos- 
sible, opportunity to employ memory to obtain an exact answer must 
be eliminated. 

Incidentally, when it is argued that objective-type tests save a 
teacher's time, it should be remembered that the making of a high- 
quality objective test is a time-consuming process. Formulation of 
a set of 50 test items, a substantial part of which are novel to a large 
number of alert youngsters, is not something which can be done off- 
hand, while, say, watching television, or in a short time. 

Later, we can return to further consideration of objective tests. 
The point here is that, for identification either of memory-level or 
understanding-level achievement, objective testing is serviceable and 
has the advantages of less laborious scoring and greater item cover- 
age, whatever these advantages may be worth. But they certainly 
give little experience in written self-expression, and, unless memory- 
level achievement alone is under scrutiny, any saving in overall time 
and energy is probably at the expense either of validity or of quality 

2 Ernest E. Bayles, The Theory and Practice of Teaching, New York: Harper & 
Brothers, 1950. 

3 Henry Clinton Morrison, Practice of Teaching in the Secondary School (rev. ed.), 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1931. 



222 Democratic Educational Theory 

and perhaps of both. Moreover, it should be noted that properly de- 
signed and constructed essay examinations will probably produce 
just as reliable results as will objective. 

For several pages we have been dealing with testing for enhance- 
ment of outlook: coverage, or scope. But harmonization of outlook 
is just as important a part of our educational purpose, and on its 
achievement little light is thrown by tests designed for coverage 
alone. What this aspect of purpose calls for is an index of consistency, 
self -agreement, or compatibility. This means that we look for some- 
thing more than mere number of items; we must look for interre- 
latedness among items. How does acceptance of one item affect, if 
it does, acceptance of another? 

As I start thinking about this matter, I find myself toying with a 
rather intriguing idea. If IQ's (intelligence quotients) and AQ's 
(achievement quotients) are good, why not CQ's (consistency quo- 
tients) ? The method of computing them would be simple, and the 
meaning of the scores would be readily understood. Expressed in 
percent, out of a given number of opportunities to demonstrate con- 
sistency, in how many was it demonstrated? Suppose eight oppor- 
tunities were offered and in five of them consistency was indicated. 
Five out of eight (5/8) is equal to .625, or 62.5 percent. Regardless 
of the number of items taken into account, the quotient is always 
on the same scale the number per hundred, the per centum, or 
percent. In these days of batting and other averages in the field of 
sports, what could be easier? 

How might data for these computations be obtained? Recently, I 
was examining a set of answers to test questions on an aspect of 
American educational history and came across the remark, "Horace 
Mann got the idea from visiting Pestalozzi's school in Germany." 
In the margin I wrote, "How could Mann in 1842 have visited Pes- 
talozzi's school when Pestalozzi died in 1827 and his school was in 
Switzerland?" Unless the writer of the paper could have straight- 
ened me out on my question, he evidently had presented two in- 
compatibilities: Pestalozzi could not have been conducting a school 
in 1842 and it could not have been in Germany. 

Again, not long ago a foreign-language-education expert, after 
dwelling at length on how study of foreign languages promotes 
proficiency in the grammar of one's own language, said, "All the 
teachers are not going to come from urban centers." I wondered why 
it was that city-gals would not be teaching; and when. For, if they 
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are not going to come from urban centers, they must be going to 
come from nonurban centers; meaning that no city-gals would be 
teaching. I am quite sure that this is not what was meant, since the 
expression is very common and is intended to mean essentially the 
opposite; that is, not all are going to come from urban centers. But 
here is one incompatibility, intended meaning not in agreement 
with what was said. Another was that here was a person highly 
trained in foreign languages who was committing the same kind 
of grammatical error in which one-language persons luxuriate, in 
spite of a claim which should lead us to expect the contrary. 

Again, also recently, I listened to some physicians first opining 
that group practices in medicine are keeping patients from the ad- 
vantages of the personal relationship of having one's own doctor 
when one wants him, then shortly afterward opining that "the pub- 
lic" (their own patients) is so demanding of their time that they 
develop ulcers and heart conditions trying to keep up. When they 
then were asked by a nonphysician whether they were really serious 
about those personal-relationship advantages for patients or were 
not, they at first did not catch the point of the question. 

The moral of air these anecdotes is simply that youngsters, like 
oldsters, are continually reversing themselves without realizing it. 
And, in order to obtain data for both class and individual-pupil 
CQ's, a teacher needs merely to keep eyes and ears open and alert 
to spot particular cases in class discussions, on examination papers, 
outside of class, etc. make note of them, and later use them both 
for computing CQ's and also for serving the instructional purpose 
of sensitizing the pupils to their own inconsistencies and disharmo- 
nies, thereby promoting more consistent, more harmonious outlooks. 
Both class and test questions can be adroitly designed to lay traps 
for the unwary; the number of traps serving as the divisor, the num- 
ber of "catches" the dividend, and the quotient the CQ sought. This, 
of course, is oversimplification for the purpose of indicating the 
strategy. But it is something which is achievable, and would cer- 
tainly be educative. 

We have now dealt with tests for both enhancement and harmo- 
nization of student oudooks, but have said nothing of reflective 
capacity; self-reliance. It would seem that the obvious procedure in 
testing for reflection would be to teach reflectively and record ob- 
servations on the way each student performs. Does he take an active 
part, contributing without grandstanding, or does he settle back and 
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"let George do it"? Does he think before he speaks, and is his think- 
ing tightly connected and logical? Does he evince an active and 
fruitful imagination, giving help in formulation of hypotheses ? Does 
he examine each hypothesis sympathetically and fairly, but disin- 
terestedly and stringently? Is he concerned with who is right, or 
with what is right? All in all, does he evince a scholarly outlook 
and attitude, or is he narrowly and emotionally partisan? 

The record of such observations may possibly for the most part 
be carried in a teacher's head. To write them all down could amount 
to a tremendous job of bookkeeping, could get so mechanical that 
its very purpose would be defeated, and could constitute a record 
so intimate and private that it should never be permitted to become 
public property. To keep the record only in memory tends to avoid 
these difficulties, and it may not be as devoid of objectivity as is some- 
times thought. For, in knowing and sizing up a person, are not 
these important considerations, and does one forget them easily? 
Moreover, conscious incorporation of aspects such as these into one's 
judgments of people may considerably improve such judgments. 

What is described in the two preceding paragraphs may be said 
to constitute an anecdotal record. Although not readily amenable 
to tabulation and statistical treatment, it is a form whose significance 
and value are receiving increasing recognition. On the other hand, 
can pencil-and-paper tests be used for measuring reflection? Pos- 
sibly in no open-or-shut, have-it-or-don*t-have-it sense. Reflection is 
rather will-o'-the-wispish; it comes and it goes; sometimes one prac- 
tices it, sometimes not; and it seems to be present or absent in de- 
grees, never absolutely. Yet it would seem that pencil-and-paper 
tests can be designed so as to shed considerable light on reflective 
capacity and practice. 

Since reflection is a way to solve problems, in simplest terms test- 
ing for reflection is merely a matter of posing a problem, observing 
an examinee's procedure in trying to solve it, and arriving at a judg- 
ment on the basis of the evidence. Therefore, the first requirement 
of reflection-level testing is that an examinee must be faced with a 
problem an I-don*t-know situation. This means that each test item 
must not only possess novelty for the examinee but must also be 
sufficiently novel that he cannot at once see how it is to be handled. 
He has to "stop and think." 

It is evident that a given test item will not be reflective for all 
examinees. Some will catch and handle the point at once, others 
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will have to mull it over. Therefore, several items doubtless will be 
desirable in order to increase the likelihood that every examinee will 
be faced with a situation requiring reflection. 

On the other hand, since reflection requires time, a reflection-level 
test must include only relatively few items. In this respect it is 
different from an understanding-level test. Understanding-level 
items have to be such that, for one who understands the principle 
in question, the answer is evident almost at once or after a few neces- 
sary calculations. Snap judgment handles the item. For upper-grade 
or college levels, 20, 30, 40, or more items per hour may be indicated. 
But for a test which is genuinely reflective, 4 or 5 items per hour 
are probably the limit. And it may well be argued that, if the evi- 
dence is to be at all conclusive, whatever time an examinee needs 
should be available to him. 

Whether objective-type examinations can be designed to measure 
reflective achievement or capacity satisfactorily is a moot question. 
Under the leadership of Ralph W. Tyler during the 1930'$, some 
headway was made in preparation and publication of standardized 
tests for reflection, largely of the objective type. 4 But one has only 
to read a discussion of what must be done to prepare a test of this 
kind to realize that preparation of an objective-type examination 
for reflection is hardly something which can be done offhand by a 
busy teacher. Moreover, published examinations of this kind can 
deal only with generalized subject matter and therefore cannot be 
used to cover the particular subject matter of a particular class in a 
given semester. 

Another aspect of the problem of designing objective-type exami- 
nations for reflective ability calls for comment. This is the tendency 
first to analyze the reflective process into constituent elements, then 
obtain scores on each of the elements, and finally add the scores to- 
gether in order to obtain a composite score which is supposedly in- 
dicative of the nature of the process as a whole. If and when such 
procedure is adopted, it is tantamount to adoption of the principle 
that the whole is equal to the sum of its parts. Such policy in test 
construction is entirely out of keeping with the psychological prin- 
ciple of configuration relativism in psychology which is that a 

4 See, for example, Progressive Education Association, Science in General Educa- 
tion, New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1938, chap. 9. Also Eugene R. Smith 
and Ralph W. Tyler, Appraising and Recording Student Progress, New York: Harper 
& Brothers, 1942, chap. 2. 
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given item of experience takes on significantly different qualities in 
one configuration as compared with another, and still different when 
dealt with by itself. 

For example, one such "element" in the reflective process is taken 
to be ability to make logical deductions from given hypotheses. In 
consequence, a test section was prepared which presented a number 
of hypotheses and, following each, a number of supposed deductions 
some of which logically followed and some of which did not. The 
examinee was to indicate which were which. This represented ob- 
jective form and could be scored by means of a previously prepared 
key. 

This kind of exercise probably would give some sort of indica- 
tion of whether a given examinee could identify logical deductions 
when they were presented to him. But could he make them him- 
self? And would he make them? What dependence could we place 
upon him to make logical deductions when a situation called for 
them? Or to know whether and when a situation did make such a 
call? There seems to be too little recognition in this kind of test 
design of the second and third aspects of what we have found to be 
a necessary theory of transfer of training to tell us what we need 
to know that is, whether an examinee will use deductive ability 
even if he knows how. Those two aspects (see Chapter 3) are recog- 
nition of whether an opportunity exists and disposition to take 
advantage of it. And when there are half a dozen such "elements" 
supposedly making up the reflective process and all are will-o'-the- 
wispish like this, just what does a final, composite score signify, any- 
way? 

Again, some teachers insist that, since a person cannot do a com- 
petent job of thinking without facts, all we need is to find whether 
they "know the facts"; and if they do, we can then be assured that 
they will be able to think. This proposal for testing reflection im- 
presses me as about as valid as the one of taking the papers for a 
given class to the foot of a stairway, throwing them all together up 
the stairway, and giving the heavier ones which have gone furthest 
the highest grades and the progressively lighter ones knding pro- 
gressively further down the progressively lower grades. As asked 
before, is it not about time for us to do away with memory-level 
examinations entirely? 

The problem of "grading" examination papers is a serious one 
for most, if not all, teachers. How fervently do I wish that we could 
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do without that task. With all due respects to the capabilities of my 
students who write them, I find no aspect of teaching which is 
really boring except this one. Yet this aspect must be handled well 
or it vitiates all the rest. I do not want to spend one bit more of 
energy and time on "grading papers" than is absolutely necessary. 
Yet I do feel that, if I am to do a good job of teaching, written 
exam papers are unavoidable and, moreover, that I must read them 
and judge them myself. Moreover, although recognizing that to 
make them wholly reflective is beyond my own capacity, I wish to 
make them as reflective as possible. 

During the 1920'$ I made extensive, almost exclusive, use of ob- 
jective-type examinations, for both high school and college students. 
But then I had not come to appreciate the difference between un- 
derstanding-level and reflection-level thinking. Once I grasped the 
difference and came to see the democratic necessity for reflective 
teaching, hence reflective testing, I gave up objective-type examina- 
tions. For more than a quarter-century, I have not given objective- 
type tests. Much as I envy those who can be through with a set of 
examination papers within an hour or so after they have been handed 
in, I cannot bring myself to give that kind of examination. Here, 
I guess, is a case in value-theory wherein the desired is not the de- 
sirable. 

For the record, we should perhaps put down the obvious, that 
"the proof of the pudding is the eating." If it is pudding-making 
which is to be tested, a pudding should be made and its eatability 
determined. A pencil-and-paper discussion, to explain why it was 
prepared as it was, might also have value, but such value would 
perhaps be peripheral rather than central. But for much of school- 
room instruction beyond the lower grades, pencil-and-paper dis- 
cussion is so important a proof of the pudding that it deserves con- 
certed attention. 

Our experience, continually subjected to reexamination in light of 
subsequent experiences, has essentially coerced us into the follow- 
ing examination plan. The essay type is used exclusively, requiring 
not only an answer to a question but also an explanation of its mean- 
ing as well as of why it is thought to be a proper one. Ordinarily, 
from 15 to 25 minutes are allowed for each question, with strict ad- 
herence to the stated time limit. Moreover, minimum length is in- 
dicated for an answer to qualify for top rating an "A" if that is 
top. For all regular classes, examinations are "open-book"; class 
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notes, texts and other reference books, and whatever else may be 
desired may be referred to as an examinee wishes, except only a 
classmate's examination paper. These points will be discussed in 
the order given. 

The essay type is used because we are concerned with a student's 
own thinking, not with whether he can repeat the expressions of in- 
structor or author. We feel that students (and others) are much like 
Humpty Dumpty, whom Alice met behind the looking glass, when 
he said, "When 7 use a word, it means just what I choose it to mean 
neither more nor less," and, after Alice's query as to whether 
one could do that with words, added, "The question is which is to 
be master that's all." Because a student uses the words of an author 
does not mean that he is thinking as the author thought. Hence, 
when an examinee uses words to answer a question, the examiner 
must ascertain as best he can what the examinee meant by those 
words; therefore, elaboration, illustration, and explanation are 
needed. It is at this point that objective tests fall short; there is no 
opportunity for a given examinee to indicate what the words mean 
to him. If such an opportunity were given, the test would no longer 
be "objective." A person has to choose his own words and put them 
together in his own way if he is to make at all clear what he him- 
self means. 

Giving from 15 to 25 minutes to answer a question provides time 
not only for sufficient elaboration but also for thought. It should be 
impressed upon examinees that they will probably need to do some 
thinking; that the questions are devised with that in mind. Also 
to be emphasized is that parroting the words of instructor or author 
will not be acceptable. If an exact quotation should be found de- 
sirable, it should be enclosed in quotation marks and the examinee 
should follow it with a statement of what the quoted expression 
means to him. "Answer each question in your own words" should be 
a rigorously enforced directive. 

Indication of minimum length for an answer to be considered of 
top quality is at first disconcerting to many students. Hardly ever 
is an examination given without at least one complaint that there is 
not enough time to write that much. However, seldom is the com- 
plaint repeated by the same person. In the first place, the minimum 
applies only to a top rating; there is no stated minimum for a lower 
one. Moreover, the minimum is determined by placing it at about 
the amount which a person could readily write (say, from memory) 
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in somewhat less than half perhaps one third of the allotted time. 
Taking 30 words per minute as unhurried writing speed, in 20 
minutes one could write 600 words. My usual minimum require- 
ment is one-third that number: 200 words in 20 minutes, 150 words 
in 15 minutes, or 250 words in 25 minutes. This makes the minimum 
achievable even if one-half to two-thirds of the time were used for 
thought, a fact readily recognized by students once the explanation 
is made. 

Indication of minimum length for an answer to be considered 
of top quality seems to be a virtual necessity, particularly nowadays 
when short-answer tests are so much in vogue. Students must have 
some way of knowing beforehand that such a vogue is not being 
followed. This device readily gets the idea across. 

Finally, we come to the open-book feature. For either understand- 
ing-level or reflection-level thought, accurate information is neces- 
sary. If not otherwise available, it has to be remembered. Hence, a 
question may go unanswered because of faulty memory, not because 
of faulty understanding. For this reason, we want informational 
material readily obtainable, should memory start playing tricks. This 
is the function to be served by textbooks and class notes. Many stu- 
dents, however, fail at first to realize this. They feel that the answer 
to the question is to be found in texts and notes; not the basis for 
reaching the answer. 

Such misapprehensions by students are responsible for either or 
both of two outcomes. One starts leafing through his book in search 
of the answer and time gets away from him. Before he knows it, 
he is asked to begin work on the next question. On the other hand, 
often a spot in text or notes is discovered which looks like just what 
is wanted. The student copies it down, then uses remaining time to 
copy something else or to follow up with his own words. But such 
appearances are usually misleading; the quoted or copied part rarely 
is a direct and exact answer to the question asJ^ed; it therefore tends 
to slide off the point, and what follows tends to slide further away, 
so the answer turns out to be highly defective. 

Hence, the open-book feature puts the examiner on his toes, and 
again for either or both of two different reasons. First, he has to 
devise questions which are somewhat different from any actually 
confronted previously by the examinees. This represents the novelty 
of which we have repeatedly spoken. Questions must indeed be 
chosen which are central to the line of study under examination, 
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but little twists have to be given which throw the principles into 
somewhat different lights; which require using or applying the 
principles rather than repeating them or repeating applications 
which have already been made and may therefore be correctly given 
from memory alone. 

Second, in reading papers the examiner has to keep alert, so as 
fully to sense what an examinee is saying. Otherwise, he may err 
in giving either too much credit or not enough. Herein is where 
the examiner must not be misled by a plethora of words. Students 
are not averse to using many words to hide lack of insight and often 
are adept at so doing. That is why the examiner must be insistent 
that examinees answer the questions which are asked, not questions 
which might have been asked but weren't. On the other hand, the 
examiner must be alert to catch the full and exact impact of what 
is on the paper. When it is insisted that each student use his own 
words, it is those words which must be dealt with; pat phrases and 
cliches cannot be permitted to pass at face value. 

This plan of testing may be thought to be reflective. When ques- 
tions are such that direct and exact answers are not to be found in 
readily available sources, examinees have to formulate their own; 
they have to think. Proof that a genuine difference exists between 
this kind of examination and the memory-level kind is unmistakable 
in the altered way in which examinees go about preparation. Cus- 
tomary "boning up" the night before is so ineffectual that students 
rarely resort to it after a first experience. Those who come to such 
an examination cocked and primed in the old way are often com- 
pletely floored by the inappropriateness of their preparation. I find 
it necessary to give every new class at least one trial examination 
to help the members get their bearings so that they can turn in per- 
formances in keeping with their several capacities. Able students, 
accustomed to memory-level tests, often do poorly the first time but 
soon become oriented and become highly delighted with the op- 
portunity to be tested on their capacity to think things through. 
Students of the docile or submissive type, who enjoy handouts and 
shrink from being placed "on their own," are upset at the beginning 
and often remain so for considerable periods of time, sometimes per- 
manently. A large majority of students, however, quickly come 
greatly to prefer this kind of examination. 

To say that the examinations which I give (the kind I have been 
describing) are wholly reflective would, I am convinced, be a gross 
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misstatement. They seem, rather, to lie somewhere in the twilight 
zone between understanding and reflection level. Anyone looking 
over the examinations given over a period of years would probably 
get the feeling that they are all pretty much the same. Yet, even 
though every student receives and retains a copy of the questions 
for each test and "test files" probably are available over the campus, 
I have never been able to detect any "coaching effect'* from one 
class to another. Furthermore, student papers (even for final ex- 
aminations) are returned with corrections and comments, and even 
this produces no detectable coaching effect. Class papers do not get 
gradually better, but have their ups and downs seemingly as class 
capacities vary (or possibly as the instructor varies). Moreover, pa- 
pers do not even "read alike," at least not so as to give rise to any 
feeling of one being copied from another, or even two or more being 
copied from a single source. 

Although I am not averse to going back in my files and occa- 
sionally reusing a test previously given, each later test tends to be 
enough different from previous ones that former answers will not 
fit; new ones have to be concocted. And, since no two classes ever 
follow the same pattern (I practically never use class notes and cer- 
tainly never keep any), even if an old set of questions is used it is 
always necessary to look them over carefully to see that they fit the 
class in question. All of this seems to mean that every examination 
question represents a distinctly novel application of principles de- 
veloped in class, and at least verges on the problematic, thereby 
necessitating at least a modicum of reflection. 

After the giving of an examination comes the task of evaluating 
the papers. Here, as well as in making out questions, is where the 
examiner has to achieve a new orientation. If questions are old and 
answers are preestablished, evaluation is simple because any and 
every deviation from an established answer makes the answer 
wrong. But for questions which are designed to provoke thought, 
preestablished answers are wholly unsuited. In fact, requirement of 
a prefixed answer fixed ahead of time as in a key which is taken 
to be the one-and-only "right" answer is a rather effectual deterrent 
to reflection by an examinee. He knows from experience that if he 
tries to "think it out" he frequently gets on the wrong track at least 
the one which the "prof" considers wrong and, even though with 
opportunity he can demonstrate his answer to be a good one, he 
gets no credit because his answer is not on the accepted list. 
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Thought-provoking questions require thoughtful answers, and all 
such answers should be evaluated on their own merits. How can 
this be done? This brings us again to the matter of criteria. If no 
other special criteria are currently in force (such as "What is the 
author's answer?" or "What is your instructor's answer?"), I employ 
the overall criteria of adequacy and harmony of outloo\ or con- 
clusion in light of obtainable data. Thus, you see, we have a basis 
for evaluating a student's own answer. What data has the examinee 
taken into account in his answer? Has he included all data which 
can reasonably be expected under the circumstances, ordinarily the 
facts brought out by the class discussions and the textbook? Such 
questions deal with the criterion of adequacy. 

Next, do his conclusions agree with, or harmonize, the data ac- 
tually employed? With certain data, certain conclusions are indi- 
cated; with other data, other conclusions. No matter how "right" 
an examinee's answer may otherwise be, if it is not in keeping with 
the data which he is considering in connection with the question 
at hand, it is a wrong answer. This is the criterion of harmony, and, 
if an examiner does not include it in his evaluation, he cannot be 
said to be discerningly evaluating a thought process. 

The criterion of harmony should be applied to relationships 
among answers to various questions as well as to relationships 
within answers to single questions. Is there any seeming contradic- 
tion between the answer to question one and the answer to ques- 
tion three? In the margin of an answer to question three might then 
appear the comment, "If you say such-and-such in answering ques- 
tion one, how can you say this now?" Or it might be written, "How 
can you say this, in light of what was said in class day before yester- 
day?" One might actually design test-questions to lay traps for the 
unwary, questions which have likelihood of bringing incompatibles 
to light. Thereby, not only will data for CQ's be obtained, but sensi- 
tivity toward inconsistency will also be heightened and more har- 
monious outlooks promoted. 

What we have just said means, first, that reflective test questions 
must be stated in such way as to require an examinee to give not 
only his conclusions but also his reasons for reaching them, the lat- 
ter both in terms of data and of logic. That is to say, the examinee 
should be asked to indicate the facts he is using and to indicate also 
what he considers those facts to mean, including the whys. What we 
have said means, second, that the examiner must read carefully and 
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thoughtfully what each examinee has written, because only thereby 
can he do justice to the paper before him. The examiner should 
write on the paper his reactions, first, so that the examinee will re- 
ceive instruction and, second, so that the examinee will have a basis 
for evaluating the evaluation. Here again is democracy opportunity 
to appeal a decision or ta petition for the redress of grievances. 

In the foregoing discussion of what surely leans heavily in the di- 
rection of reflection-level testing, we may have made the process seem 
complicated because we have dealt at some length with certain as- 
pects. Our proposal, however, is really simple in terms of procedure. 
It is merely to give one, two, or three thought-provoking questions, 
asking an examinee to give not only his conclusions but also the 
data and the logic upon which they are based. Sufficient time should 
be allowed on each question to enable an examinee to consider it 
thoughtfully and to report his considerations. 

In comparison with objective-type examinations on reflection, the 
type of examination which we propose takes tremendously less time 
to prepare, less class time to take, but more time to grade or evalu- 
ate. However, the papers for a class of 30 students, on a 40-minute 
examination, can be evaluated in six or seven hours, and that, two 
or three times a semester, may not be too much to expect especially 
when good teaching is at stake. Moreover, the examination which 
we propose, by giving each examinee opportunity to put down his 
own data, to write his own conclusions, and to explain his thinking 
in his own way, makes for a more valid test of the reflective process 
than when objective-type conditions have to be met. 

American teachers need to recognize more clearly than they do 
that if students are to be taught to think for themselves there is 
every reason to expect unanticipated answers to appear, each and all 
of which have to be considered on their own merits as and when 
they arise. Classes cannot be organized democratically and problems 
studied scientifically if unanticipated conclusions are not to be given 
a hearing. And a testing program which is out of keeping with 
an instructional program is simply intolerable. It is a continual 
source of insurmountable difficulties, of the kind which always ap- 
pear when one contradicts one's self. 

It has been claimed by many, though critical analysis of such claims 
has resulted in sharp reduction in the number of claimants, that 
essay examinations are not reliable. We shall let that pass and con- 
sider the more defensible statement that essay examinations are not 
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as reliable as objective examinations. Our first comment is that, even 
if they were not, for reasons which we have just discussed they ap- 
pear to be much more valid, and, if we have to choose between 
validity and reliability, we prefer the former. However, our experi- 
ence is that, if an examiner knows what he is about, essay examina- 
tions can produce evaluations which are almost, if not quite, as re- 
liable as those of objective examinations. Questions must be stated 
adequately and clearly. An examinee's interpretation of each ques- 
tion must be sensed clearly by the examiner and, if reasonable, should 
be taken as the question rather than the one originally in the mind 
of the test maker* Unreasonable, undiscerning, or careless interpreta- 
tions are, of course, not to be tolerated. 

The examiner should have rather clearly in mind what he con- 
siders a good answer but should be willing to evaluate each answer 
on its own merits. In as far as possible, all major criticisms should 
be written in brief form on the paper. If faults are too extensive to 
make written comments feasible, the student can be called in for 
conference. Not only should criticisms be indicated, but for each 
answer an overall evaluation mark such as a letter grade should 
probably be included. In this way a student is given opportunity to 
know whether the criticisms are serious or not. Written comments 
on an answer rated "A" are considerably different from those on 
an answer rated "D." Both forms of recording an evaluation are use- 
ful to a student as he looks over a returned paper. And papers should 
be returned. 

Finally, a teacher needs to be insistent that all questions or objec- 
tions to the way papers have been evaluated be reported to him for 
further consideration. If the papers have been examined carefully, 
few changes will result from such reexamination. But many instruc- 
tional opportunities will thereby be gained, genuine democracy will 
be more fully achieved, and student morale will be greatly enhanced. 
It should be noted that, in the entire scheme of testing which we 
are proposing, a teacher's attention is concentrated upon what is go- 
ing on in students' minds and what he can do to improve the prod- 
uct. This we believe is of tremendous importance to teaching. As 
we said at the beginning of this chapter, we consider the instruc- 
tional aspect of testing the one of major importance. 

In order to keep formal examinations from taking more instruc- 
tional time than is necessary, we suggest that the testing program be 
devoted almost exclusively to tests which are as nearly reflective as 
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feasible. To this end we recommend without qualification that mem- 
ory-level examinations be banished from the program. A reflectively 
taught class makes so much genuine use of factual information, ar- 
ranging it always in logical patterns, that a teacher may rest assured 
of the results without taking the time to demonstrate them. In other 
words, a teacher can be sure that a reflectively taught class will be 
able to pass better memory-level examinations over material which 
has been studied than will a class taught on the memory level, even 
though the latter is subjected to the most rigorous "drill" for such 
examinations. This claim is well attested by the experimental find- 
ings which are presented in our first chapter. 
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CHAPTER 15 

John Dewey and 
Progressivism 



ALTHOUGH originally not included in the plan for 
this book, the need for writing a chapter such as this has come to 
appear really urgent. Long a matter of serious concern on the part 
o the writer, the identification of Dewey with the educational 
"Progressivism" of the early twentieth century has become so com- 
mon, almost so blatant, that it seemingly should be faced squarely 
and certain facts placed clearly on the record. This should possibly 
be done in simple fairness to a man who has greatly influenced West- 
ern thought, but that need not be our major concern. Since know- 
ing what a thing is not is almost as important for genuine under- 
standing as knowing what it is, we feel that further clarification of 
the point of view taken in this book requires elucidation and at least 
a modicum of documentation on the question of the responsibility 
of Dewey's philosophy for what has been known as the Progressive 
movement. 

First, let us define Progressivism as we are using the term. Note 
the capital P, making it a proper name. It is not being used to desig- 
nate any and every line of thought or action which might be con- 
sidered forward-looking. It is being used in the time-honored, pro- 
fessional sense of that movement in American education which ran 
through the first four decades of the twentieth century and was es- 
pecially identified with the Progressive Education Association. For 
a time, the term "project method" was one of its banners, as was 
the expression, "pupil purposing, pupil planning, pupil executing, 
pupil judging." Later, it became identified as "The Child-Centered 
School." 

Whenever it is possible, we avoid attaching the names of persons 
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to ideas or movements regarding which we find it necessary to regis- 
ter disapproval. But there are occasions when avoidance of so doing 
seems impossible, and this is one. For in the popular mind, both 
professional and nonprofessional, Dewey 's name and Dewey's phi- 
losophy have become so thoroughly identified with and made re- 
sponsible for Progressivism that no attempt to meet the issue is pos- 
sible without citing writer, book, and page. It is our contention that 
the faults which are laid, whether rightly or wrongly, at the door 
of Progressivism are not justifiably attributable either to Dewey or 
to his philosophy, but, instead, primarily to lack of clarity on cer- 
tain crucial matters which has characterized the writings of William 
Heard Kilpatrick, particularly those which appeared during the 
high tide of Progressivism. It was Kilpatrick who introduced "proj- 
ect method" into elementary education, even though it may have 
been borrowed from vocational-agriculture education. It is Kilpat- 
rick whom we seemingly must credit with "pupil purposing, pupil 
planning, pupil executing, pupil judging," even though one of his 
most eminent students, Ellsworth Collings, may have been a bit 
more enthusiastic and a bit less circumspect in its use. And it was 
Kilpatrick who was dubbed in an authorized biography as "Trail 
Blazer in Education." And what trail did he blaze if not that of 
Progressivism ? 

As background for a study of Kilpatrick, let us refresh our minds 
regarding two different and rather oppositional sets of assumptions 
regarding innate, inborn, or original human nature; those of Rous- 
seau and of Dewey. Each set of assumptions is twofold, dealing, on 
the one hand, with the good-bad aspect of human nature and, on 
the other, with the active-passive. 

First, is a human infant born innately good, or innately bad? Do 
we assume that we bring with us into this world the soul-searing 
blot of Adam's sin, or, as Wordsworth phrased it. 

Not in entire forgetfulness 
And not in utter nakedness 
But trailing clouds of glory do we come 
From God, who is our home: 

Second, is it inborn human nature to wait inert, like stick or stone, 
until pushed or pulled about by something outside of itself? Or is 
a human being a self-starter, "an event going somewhere to hap- 
pen"? The latter is the active assumption, the former the passive. 
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With Rousseau, as you well know, it was the good-active pair of 
assumptions. "Everything is good as it comes from the Hands of the 
Creator of Nature; everything deteriorates in the hands of man" 
so the opening sentence of Emilc states the "good" position. And his 
culture-epochs theory exemplifies the "active" position. In other 
words, we enter this world with the seeds of virtue sown in our 
souls, ready to come alive, to grow, and to unjold into the virtuous 
life which lies dormant within those seeds. All a teacher needs to 
do is keep hands off and out of the way, together with making all 
other "depraved" grownups do likewise. Negative education; save 
time by losing it; by doing nothing you will indeed produce a 
prodigy of education; education as unfoldment. As Froebel later 
phrased it, education is permissive, not prescriptive. 

With the good-active pair of assumptions, the original wants, 
wishes, and desires of a child are always right. Just make sure not 
to spoil him by foisting upon him your own depraved ones. Then 
unfoldment will proceed naturally and in due time God's glory will 
floresce. With these assumptions, there is nothing to do other than 
open class with the question, "Well, children, what shall we do to- 
day?" The logic is obvious; complete permissivism is the implica- 
tion. 

That you, and I, and "everyone" knows that this cannot, or must 
not, be done is quite beside the point; as also is the fact that Rous- 
seau never taught a class and, moreover, that every example of what 
he might do which is given in Emile is in violation of this prin- 
ciple. The point is that pupil purposing, pupil planning, pupil exe- 
cuting, pupil judging is a program which is strictly deducible from 
the good-active premises and the principle of education as unfold- 
ment. If one has any reservations as to the advisability of such a pro- 
gram, one should modify the premises and begin anew. To charac- 
terize the above premises and program as the "ideal" but one which 
can never be realized is to open the gate wide for any and all qualifi- 
cations which anyone wishes to impose; opportunism is then the 
order of the day. If such is not to be tolerated, then one must write 
down the qualifications himself, and that means restating the prem- 
ises. This is what Rousseau, Froebel, and Kilpatrick did not do; but 
what Dewey did. 

As to the good-bad choice, Dewey followed John Locke in adopt- 
ing neither. That is to say, if man is assumed to be neither innately 
good nor innately bad, the assumption is that he is born neutral. 
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With Locke, however, the doctrine of "no innate ideas" led to the 
concept of the tabula rasa, a shaven or blank tablet devoid of charac- 
ters but waiting passively to be written upon by some agency other 
than itself. But Dewey did not assume passivity. In fact, he avoided 
both horns of the active-passive dilemma by assuming neither ab- 
solute self-determinacy nor absolute outside determinacy. This is 
where the assumption of interaction enters. Man is assumed to be 
neutral-interactive. Since we have discussed interaction (or transac- 
tion) elsewhere, we shall not repeat that here. It is seemingly on 
that point alone that Dewey differs from his predecessors. But this 
difference has tremendous significance. 

On the basis of all genuinely tested human experience, it seems 
that man is never justified in claiming that what he makes of the 
sensory stimuli which impinge upon his receiving organs is an exact 
replica of that which gave rise to the stimulations. He can hope that 
they are, but the final test can never be that of correspondence. How 
could one apply the correspondence test to an idea when the very 
thing to which it must correspond is what one is seeking? One might 
be looking right at it, but how could one know? The only pos- 
sible test is anticipatory accuracy (see Chapters 4 and 5); this is 
where interaction enters. I agree to call something soft only if and 
when it responds in certain specified ways to certain specified acts 
of mine. Thus, perception as well as conception is a cooperative 
matter. Perceiver says, "It will 'give' when I touch it." What is per- 
ceived cooperates by doing so. If this does not happen if the an- 
ticipation is inaccurate then the "deal is off" and a new proposal 
has to be tried. Thus, we have the rudiments of reflective learning; 
an inductive-deductive process, the outcome of which is a tested 
insight. 

The assumption of man as neutral-interactive throws a very dif- 
ferent light on pupil purposing, planning, executing, and judging. 
Interaction is a denial of absolute pupil-determinacy; something out- 
side the self has to be satisfied also. In a classroom, interaction re- 
quires a teacher to become a functioning factor; something more 
than a mere shield to protect a preciously fragile bud from out- 
side distortion. There is mutual pupil-teacher interplay (interaction) 
of push-and-pull, out of which "something gotta give"; maybe pupil, 
maybe teacher, perhaps preferably both. When a teacher reaches the 
condition wherein he has nothing more to learn in the classes for 
which he is responsible, it may well be that he should seek other 



240 Democratic Educational Theory 

employment; certainly a pupil who has reached it should be pro- 
moted. 

What now obtains has to be some form of teacher-pupil or pupil- 
teacher purposing, planning, executing, and judging; else no inter- 
action. Then, however, the whole question of group process arises. 
What shall be its form autocratic, democratic, or what? Hence is 
necessitated our whole discussion of democracy and its meaning for 
keeping school (see Chapters 10 and n). If it is to be democracy, 
then criteria have to be set up so as to avoid status domination, either 
by teacher or by pupil. For a teacher must repeatedly pass judgments 
on curricula, on method, on housing, on equipment, on intra- and 
intergroup relationships, on thought processes, etc. hence under- 
standable and workable machinery has to be established and put to 
work in order that indoctrination and other undemocratic practices 
may be avoided. The principle of interaction logically calls for such 
machinery. It places upon a teacher the obligation to keep a firm 
hand on classroom affairs, from time to time a coercive one; a far cry 
from the easy irresponsibility of permissivism. 

Thus, we see that Rousseauism and Deweyism represent two dis- 
tinctly different thought-and-action patterns. The one logically ne- 
cessitates anarchistic permissivism, whereas the other not only makes 
democratic cooperation a logical possibility but also calls attention 
to the necessity of setting up the machinery needed to realize the 
possibility. Let us now take a look at the position taken by Kilpatrick, 
particularly at the time when his influence was strong, wide- 
spread, and making a real difference to American education, espe- 
cially on the elementary level. 

(The following analysis of Kilpatrick's writings and, in fact, what 
appears in this entire chapter have long been an important part of a 
course taught by the writer, Education 361 Modern Teaching Pro- 
cedures II. However, much help has been given by a recent study by 
Dr. Josefa P. Estrada, made while she was on an extended leave 
from educational work in her native country, the Philippine Islands. 
The report of the study is cited in the "Selected References" at the 
close of this chapter.) 

We shall now examine Kilpatrick's major work of the 1920^, 
Foundations of Method. And we ask you to keep in mind that at 
that time, as well as since, he was supposed to be the spokesman for 
Dewey. At the outset we might note that more than half of the book 
is devoted to development of a connectionist, Thorndikean psychol- 
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ogy which, in turn, is dependent upon the reflex-arc concept; in spite 
of the fact that the latter had been devastatingly analyzed and re- 
jected by Dewey 30 years before in his classic article, "The Reflex Arc 
Concept in Psychology." It is true, of course, that six years after publi- 
cation of Foundations of Method Kilpatrick did openly acknowledge 
the failure of connectionism to do what was required by his educa- 
tional view, and in its stead gave support to an outlook essentially 
configurational in nature. The only trouble with this rejection is that 
when, in 1951, Kilpatrick came to "sum up in a statement for others 
the results of [his] thinking in connection with his life work of teach- 
ing philosophy of education," 1 he was back again with Thorndike, 
as he himself admitted. "It may be of interest to see how Thorndike's 
laws of Readiness, Exercise, and Effect are all included (at least in 
part) in the principle of acceptance counted basic in this book, and 
how, used in this way, they avoid the logical difficulty that some find 
in the law of Effect." 2 And again, "In the three places marked above 
(i), (ii), and (iii) we have, respectively, at work the three Thorn- 
dike laws of (i) Readiness, (ii) Exercise, and (iii) Effect." 3 

If, in the foregoing pages of the present book, especially Chapters 
2 and 3, we have not succeeded in making clear that the kind of 
psychological theory supported by Dewey is not fundamentally dif- 
ferent from that of Thorndike, then we surely have failed in com- 
munication. Yet the above is the record of Kilpatrick, the supposed 
spokesman for John Dewey. But let us return now to Foundations of 
Method, specifically to Chapter 13, "Purposeful Activity: The Com- 
plete Act," in which are presented the four steps purposing, plan- 
ning, executing, and judging. 4 

After presenting these steps, Kilpatrick meets squarely the question, 
presumably stated by a student in one of his classes, "Might one 
person help another take one or more of the steps? Or might one take 
one or more of the steps for another person? If so, would this be 
good or bad?" At the bottom of the page, Kilpatrick's answer is, "If 
the child is to learn best, the child is to do the purposing." 

In response, however, to a student objection that a child can hardly 
be expected to purpose as wisely as a grownup, Kilpatrick pro- 

1 W. H. Kilpatrick, Philosophy of Education, New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1951, p. vii. 

2 7foW.,p. 256. 

*lbid., p. 257. 

4 W. H. Kilpatrick, Foundations of Method, New York: The Macmillan Co., 1926, 
pp. 203-205. 
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poses two different meanings of purpose and says, "Do you see any 
difference between a child's doing what he wishes and a child's wish- 
ing what he does ?" Then he adds, "Well, our plan is primarily that a 
child shall wish what he does, that he have and put soul and purpose 
into what he does." The student then counters, "Then the suggestion 
might come from the teacher, and the child still purpose the mat- 
ter in the sense you most wish?" And Kilpatrick answers, "Quite 
so." 5 

But the student is persistent, and asks, "And you don't care 
whether the child purposes in the first sense or not that is, you don't 
care whether he does or does not originate the idea, or whether he 
does or does not choose (that is, decide and determine) what he is 
to do?" And Kilpatrick immediately replies, "I didn't say I didn't 
care. I do care." And the student responds, "Now I am completely 
lost." 6 

At this point, Kilpatrick makes the following explanation which, 
in light of Progressivist invective of the period against teacher 
domination, we find to be very revealing, if not downright discon- 
certing. 

Go back to my distinction between doing as he wishes and wishing what 
he does. Take the first, "do as he wishes/' Suppose a child wishes to do wrong; 
then I wish him stopped, caught, redirected, educated in some way, so that 
(a) he shall learn that what he had proposed was wrong, (b) he shall learn 
why it was wrong, (c) he shall so regret wishing this particular wrong that 
hereafter he will less probably wish it again. In a word when he wishes to do 
wrong, I wish him to learn the error of his way and so to repent of his wrong 
inclination that he will hereafter not so wish again. Is this wishing him to do 
as he pleases? 7 

And the student responds, "No, it is not," then adds, "But who is to 
say whether he is wrong? That's the rub." And Kilpatrick replies, 
"The teacher. That's one thing the teacher is there for." 

There are eight more pages in the chapter and many more in the 
remainder of the book. We shall come to those in a moment, but 
let us now indulge in a bit of analysis. It should be recalled that 
this was written in the mid-2o's, at a time when Progressivism was 
an active, potent force in American education and quite conscious of 
its own power. Moreover, our firm conviction is that, for the time, it 

*lbid., p. 207. Italics added. 
6 Ibid., pp. 207208. 
* Ibid., p. 208. 
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was the greatest single force operating for the improvement of 
American edttcation and we owe those responsible for it a deep debt 
of gratitude for a job well done. We needed to be jolted and we were. 

The big question of the time was, however, "Do you really mean 
that we should let pupils do as and what they want to do?" It is this 
question to which Kilpatrick was addressing himself, frankly, 
openly, and squarely. We appreciate deeply his candor, his honesty, 
and his willingness to meet the issue. But we cannot be convinced 
that he handled the question. In fact, all we can get out of the fore- 
going and all we could ever get from him, at that time or later, was 
a case of now you do it, now you don't. When defenders of Kil- 
patrick insist that he stood for planning and control, we insist that 
the foregoing was as close as he ever came to forging the machinery 
necessary for democratic classroom control; and that is not close at 
all. 

The foregoing is a case of dodging back and forth between 
permissivism on the one hand and dictation on the other. If out of 
the longest quotation cited above one can make anything short of the 
most dictatorial attitude that one can imagine, I cannot understand 
English. Napoleon, Hitler, Mussolini, or Stalin could have asked 
for nothing more in keeping with their own purposes. It exactly de- 
scribes the procedure of Goebbels, Rider's minister for propaganda. 
The upshot of most of Kilpatrick's thinking, as we have documented 
it so far, is essentially dictatorial. That is also the pattern of Kil- 
patrick's rendition of Thorndike's Law of Effect, "Practice with satis- 
faction; let annoyance attend the wrong." 8 

On the other hand, as we progress through the remaining pages 
of foundations of Method f we find Kilpatrick gradually, almost im- 
perceptibly, veering to an essentially permissivist pattern. This 
comes pretty much to a head in his discussion of "extrinsic" and "in- 
trinsic" subject matter. 9 We shall not go into the details of his discus- 
sion, but only note that extrinsic subject matter is, for him, what is 
to be learned to satisfy teacher and intrinsic subject matter is what 
is to be learned because a pupil wants it. 

On page 286, he presents a scale a horizontal line with an E (for 
extrinsic) at the left end and an I (for intrinsic) at the right. Then 
he definitely makes the I-end the ideal and considers conduct of a 
school at any point short of that a case of compromise, albeit neces- 



taf., p. 65. 

9 Ibid., pp. 284 F. 
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sary, with error. He says, however, "I think Dr. Collings's school was 
run approximately at I." So, as we anticipated, we come to Collings. 
But it should be noted that we have first taken KilpatricJ(s own 
writings, not those of a "follower." We emphasize this because of re- 
peated practice by writers who seek to make Dewey responsible for 
the permissive aspects of Progressivism. Over and over again we 
meet the apology. "Now we know, of course, that Dewey himself 
did not actually stand for this. But this is what his followers have 
made of it." And it is seldom, if ever, that the particular "followers" 
which the writer may or may not have in mind are stipulated. 
Collings' Experiment with a Project Curriculum was a report of 
his doctoral study, performed under Kilpatrick's direction. But we 
shall make use of a much less-known book, Psychology for Teach- 
ers, by Collings and Wilson, the latter a colleague of Collings at the 
University of Oklahoma, where Collings was Dean of Education. 
After devoting about 100 pages to discussion and illustration of 
purposive behavior, explained in consistently connectionist fashion, 
Collings then devotes Chapters 15 through 18 to the "Nature of 
Guidance in Successful Purposing," "Planning," "Executing," and 
"Judging," respectively. In each chapter, the first page-and-a-half is 
essentially identical to the others except for substitution among the 
four above words, indicating the four different steps in purposive 
behavior. This is what is said: 

i. Pupil Purposing. Purposive behavior contemplates pupil purposing in 
every instance. It does for at least two reasons. First, purposive behavior in- 
volves, as we have seen, the functioning of a series of interrelated stimulus- 
response mechanisms along a particular line. Purposing is the functioning of 
one of these series of stimulus-response mechanisms and, as such, involves 
the response of boys and girls along their drive in this particular, for stimulus- 
response mechanisms function in this fashion. Pupil purposing is, in this 
sense, one of the earmarks of purposive behavior. . . . 

Pupil purposing is, in this sense, the key to growth in this particular of con- 
duct. Such growth is desirable for the success of an individual in a democracy 
depends very largely upon wise purposing. If the teacher does the purposing 
growth in this particular is thwarted. The resultant change is in the teacher's 
drive and response since it is her stimulus-response mechanisms that function. 
Teacher purposing blocks, in this sense, the functioning of the stimulus- 
response mechanisms of boys and girls along this line and, in so doing, 
prohibits growth in purposing. Pupil purposing thus is fundamental in 
purposive behavior and growth. . . . 
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Purposing includes, as we have seen, three interrelated steps. First, it in- 
volves initiation of goal. This includes boys and girls suggesting goals to pur- 
sue. 10 

The chapter then continues very much along this line, with in- 
sistence even to the point of repetitiousness on pupils themselves 
doing the purposing, at no place even suggesting that they might 
purpose wrongly and what to do then. (In fact, Ceilings' pupils just 
don't seem to purpose wrongly.) And, as we have said, each subse- 
quent chapter certainly as far as the above quotation goes, and 
further is a replica of the above except only for substitution of 
planning, executing, or judging, as the case may be, wherever 
purposing is used above. 

Thus, it becomes quite clear that Kilpatrick with caution, and his 
arch follower with seemingly little caution, fall essentially into 
Rousseau's good-active pattern, certainly showing little, if any, evi- 
dence of neutral-interactive thought. If they had been openly accused 
of following Rousseau, both would probably have denied it. But 
the evidence remains; evidence of formal theory supportive of Rous- 
selian permissivism, even though in practice one could be pretty sure 
(if he knew what to look for) of spotting sufficient dictatorial ma- 
neuvering to insure right choices even though particular practition- 
ers may themselves not have been quite conscious that such was 
going on. However, as a result of occasional talks with several 
practitioners in the course of many years of professional experience, 
the writer has found that more than a few of them did know quite 
well what they had to do and were adept at keeping face straight 
and fingers crossed. 

Our purpose in calling attention to this seemingly clear and sig- 
nificant incompatibility between Dewey and Kilpatrick is certainly 
not to pin sainthood on one and villainy on the other. It is, instead, 
to get the record clear on where lies the responsibility for certain 
.schoolroom practices, either imagined or real, which are under at- 
tack today and which, if and when they do exist, ought unques- 
tionably to be abolished. Anarchistic permissivism certainly is 
one of these, as Dewey so well recognized and so persistently op- 
posed during his entire professional life. 

But, say the critics, how Dewey felt personally is beside the point; 
it was his philosophy which counted. On this we agree, and do so 

xo Ellsworth Ceilings and M. O. Wilson, Psychology /or Teachers, New York: 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1930, pp. 271-272. 
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with high enthusiasm. In fact, that is exactly the point of this chap- 
ter. When anarchistic permissivism is admitted as insupportable, 
have we necessarily relinquished commitment to relativistic-prag- 
matic-experimentalist philosophy? The answer is that we have not. 
For the neutral-interactive assumption on which it is based does 
not in the slightest degree furnish logical support for anarchism. 

Yet, by identifying Dewey with Progressivism, then Progressiv- 
ism with anarchism, and finally demolishing anarchism, we find 
writer after writer and speaker after speaker emerging with the 
triumphant claim, "See how thoroughly I have demolished Dewey 
and Dewey 's philosophy!" To name names and designate publica- 
tions I never like to do, and do not do if I can reasonably avoid it. I 
do not believe documentation is needed here. But it does appear 
necessary to sensitize the profession as well as the public to the fact 
that this is increasingly being done, and to the fallacious nature of the 
line of thought which is being employed. For we can well be doing 
American education the disservice. I think that Dewey's place in 
history can be left to history itself. But what is being done to Ameri- 
can education and will be done in the foreseeable future is a matter 
which concerns us all. That is why it seems of tremendous im- 
portance, before we summarily reject the relativistic-pragmatic-ex- 
perimentalist educational philosophy, first to achieve an accurate and 
discerning appreciation of what it is. Otherwise, how can we know 
but that we are rejecting exactly what we must have if we are to 
achieve educational salvation? 

Not long ago I had some correspondence with the writer of a 
recent book in educational philosophy in which I felt that the fallacy 
represented in the thought-line indicated above had been committed. 
A short excerpt from one of my letters to him seems pertinent 
here. 

. . . aren't you placing reliance on some transcendent absolute which, al- 
though early in the book you seem to invoke, as you progress you seem pro- 
gressively to deny? I am with you in sensing a need for denial, but I do not 
find your proposals as fruitful of what we both seem to be wanting as are 
those of relativistic experimentalism which you explicitly decry. Actually, it 
has long seemed to me that a major difficulty for Kilpatrick has been that he 
has never really emancipated himself from his pre-i9io absolutist^: thinking 
(whether idealist or realist). You acknowledge what he denies, yet what you 
find objectionable in him is seemingly what grows out of his agreement with 
you. Therefore, I cannot see that the remedy for his ills lies in his coming to 
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your orientation but, rather, in both of you coming to a genuinely relativistic 
orientation. 

In the interests of reasonably full analysis, there seem to be two 
additional aspects of Kilpatrick theory which merit attention. One 
is the matter of learning. We have already noted his 1926 and 1951 
espousals of Thorndike's laws of learning, even though for a time 
between those two dates he gave some evidence of denial. In Chap- 
ter 17 of Philosophy of Education, entitled "A Modern Theory of 
Learning," Kilpatrick presents his theory in a short, italicized state- 
ment: "We learn what we live, we learn each item we live as we 
accept it, and we learn it in the degree we accept it" A few lines 
below, he adds the following also in italics: "We learn our re* 
sponses, only our responses, and all our responses; we learn each as 
we accept it to live by, and we learn it in the degree we accept tt.' m 

In our second and third chapters, we present the insight theory of 
behavior and of learning, a theory which certainly received Dewey's 
espousal even though he may not have spelled out all parts of it as 
explicitly as have others. Convincing documentation of Dewey's 
espousal and of Thorndike's nonespousal if not clear rejection of the 
insight theory of learning is, I believe, quite possible but hardly 
suitable for inclusion here. Our concern at this point is that Kil- 
patrick's theory of learning, as just quoted, is distinctly "on the 
fence"; it can be taken either as learning as developing insight or as 
learning as conditioning, depending on which a reader tries to read 
into it. But the stronger flavor is that of conditioning, and that is 
further supported by Kilpatrick's overt statements, already quoted, 
that Thorndike's laws of learning are still fully acceptable. 

That "learning is living" has long been iterated and reiterated by 
Kilpatrick, and that is exactly what is said above "we learn our 
responses." But when acceptance is introduced, a question arises. 
Suppose one does something which one does not "accept"? Some- 
where Kilpatrick says that "we accept it as we taJ(e it to act upon it," 
but that this "taking" may possibly be a "negative" one taking it 
to reject it! 

What can such statements mean, anyway? Is this not a species of 
"double talk"; found so objectionable when practiced by representa- 
tives of Moscow? The matter is further confused by statements such 
as, "If labor and management had only learned how to confer 

11 W. H. Kilpatrick, Philosophy of "Education, New York: The Macmillan Com- 
pany, 1951, p. 244. 
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honestly on a basis of getting at the best possible solution of their 
difficulties, we would have been spared many if not most of our in- 
dustrial quarrels." 12 Is it really a matter of not having learned; or 
even, as indicated in the principle, of degree of acceptance? Surely 
one will not seriously claim that failures by labor and management 
to reach honest agreements are due to failures in learning honesty, 
or even to low acceptance of the principle of honest conferring. Are 
they not, rather, a matter of each and all "seeing" that their own 
interests are best served by the steps which they are taking and not by 
the kind of action which some of the rest of us may feel that they 
should take? Is not the way to change such behavior one of getting the 
interested parties to "see" their own interests as better served by 
altered behavior than by complaining that they haven't learned to 
"confer honestly"? 

The expression, "what we take to act upon," can indeed be rea- 
sonably interpreted as "insight." If a person genuinely understands 
insight as the kind of phenomenon which we indicate in this book, 
he can easily read that into this expression. But Kilpatrick's uses of 
the expression do not necessitate such an interpretation, and Kil- 
patrick certainly does not anywhere indicate that it should be so in- 
terpreted. On the other hand, when he says that "we learn our re- 
sponses" and only those, he certainly is seeming to say that "we 
learn to do by doing," a principle which is in line with the interpre- 
tation of learning as conditioning and not of learning as "doing and 
undergoing" as Dewey has it. 13 

Just what Kilpatrick would have us make of his so-called "modern 
theory of learning" seems to be far from clear when one looks at it 
with care. In this regard, therefore, he cannot seemingly with justi- 
fication be said to speak for Dewey. In fact, his own statements are 
that he agrees with Thorndike, and it has long been recognized that, 
on the nature of learning, Dewey and Thorndike are distinctly apart. 

The final aspect of Kilpatrick's educational program with which 
we shall deal is his principle of education as growth** We feel that 
American experience in the employment of this expression has 
shown it to be too lacking in precise meaning to serve as an educa- 
tional directive. The sentiment is certainly to be lauded. But even the 
following elaboration does not sufficiently clarify: "I should wish to 

12 ibid., p. 262. 

13 John Dewey, Democracy and Education, New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1916, p. 163. 

14 Kilpatrick, Foundations of Method, op. cit. r pp. 188 ff. 
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think of education as the process of continuously remaking ex- 
perience in such way as to give it continually a fuller and richer con- 
tent and at the same time to give the learner ever increasing control 
over the process." 15 There is too little discouragement of the "fuller 
and richer content" being made up merely of additional childhood 
pranks and foibles to say nothing of additional ways to break laws 
and confuse authority to make clear what is to be included in a 
curriculum and what is to be excluded. 

We do not mean to imply that we feel unable to guess rather 
accurately what Kilpatrick would wish to include and what to ex- 
clude. What we mean is that we would have to be acquainted with 
Kilpatrick as a person to know that; the principle itself does not af- 
ford clear direction. It may vaguely say that socially desirable ends 
are to be fostered and socially undesirable ones discouraged. But it 
certainly does not carry within it a definition of what is socially 
desirable and what is not. 

And in this regard, we have one way in which Kilpatrick seems to 
come close to speaking for Dewey. For Dewey's principle seems to 
have much the same difficulty. It is true that he specifies growth 
which leads to more growth and shows how he considers such speci- 
fication as encouraging the social and discouraging the antisocial 
or asocial. In this context, he explains how antisocial gangs, even of 
cutthroats and thieves, may find it necessary to practice honor 
among themselves but violate this principle in their dealings with 
groups other than their own. Hence, they will not (if they can help it) 
foster or permit "growth which leads to more growth" within or 
among groups other than their own or between themselves and other 
groups. 

But American educational experience seems to have shown that 
this line of thought or reasoning has been somewhat too involved or 
complicated to constitute a directive clearly understandable even 
to the run of professors of education. We are aware, of course, that 
there are many matters even fairly simple ones which are not 
easily made clear to all Americans or even (we shall not say 
especially) to professors of education. But we do not feel that the 
principle of "education as growth," whether in the version of Kil- 
patrick or of Dewey, is clear enough or specific enough to serve its 
purpose in a democratic educational program. 

A clear sense of direction is a vital need for America today, in- 
cluding the educational enterprise. That is why in our thirteenth 

15 /*/., o. IQI. 
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chapter we have presented a principle different from that of educa- 
tion as growth and that only. That is why we find it needful to 
specify the educational direction not only as toward an enhanced 
(or broadened and deepened) outlook on the life of which we are a 
part, but also toward a more harmonized outlook and heightened 
capacity to reconstruct outlooks independently. It may be argued 
that this directive is more complicated than is Dewey's. We do not 
believe that it is really different from Dewey's, for it seems to catch 
the very spirit of what Dewey was actually doing every time he took 
pen in hand and addressed himself to the educational and philo- 
sophical world. But we present it in the hope that it may contribute 
to a clearer sense of educational direction than we have had or do 
now have; one which is thoroughly in keeping with the democratic 
aspiration. 

In our final chapter, which immediately follows, we shall very 
sketchily indicate the major movements in educational theory dur- 
ing the first half of the twentieth century which have been designed 
to improve upon pre-twentieth-century theory and which have been 
distinctly influential in modifying practice. We close it with the ob- 
servation that philosophic relativism with its key principle of inter- 
action "still is seemingly a long way from being incorporated in cur- 
rent educational theory and practice," and that "as yet we have not 
really caught up with Dewey." It may therefore be reasonable to 
conclude that, although at mid century we may have come to a 
temporary lull in educational theory, the fruitful way which lies 
open to us is to go forward with Dewey into the atomic era of today 
and tomorrow by way of a relativistic, philosophical-scientific out- 
look which he, along with many others, pioneered and which is gain- 
ing momentum from day to day, from month to month, and from 
year to year. 
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CHAPTER 16 



Present Status of Educational 
Theory in the United States 



NOW that we have presented our case, we might in- 
dulge in a somewhat sophisticated glance over the course of 
American educational thought during the first part of the twentieth 
century, so as to give a bit of perspective to what we have had to say. 
At mid-century, educational theory in the United States seems to be 
in a state of suspended animation. Until the early 1940 's, the whole 
twentieth century had witnessed a flood of energetically fostered 
proposals for improvement of the educational process. Since then, 
little of note seemingly has been added. 

Economic depression, hot war on a global scale, and cold war can 
very well have served to put a damper on the optimistic, maybe 
carefree, trying of new ideas, sobering us to the point of thinking 
things over more carefully before putting them into experimental 
form, even giving encouragement to what educational personnel 
feel to be unwarranted and irresponsible "attacks" on an educational 
system which has grown to be a mammoth enterprise. Consequently, 
running somewhat of an inventory and indicating a bit of appraisal, 
even though without benefit of much detail, may provide a sort of 
background to highlight what has already been discussed. 

At the turn of the century, Dewey was already on stage and Thorn- 
dike was standing, trained and ready, in the wings. But Dewey's 
relativistic field-theory was too innovational for that time. It was 
Thorndike's psychological connectionism and pedagogical specific- 
objectivism which caught the fancy of American educators and be- 
came the central attraction for the next quarter-century. Even 
though as early as 1896 Dewey had published a devastatingly derog- 
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atory criticism of the reflex-arc theory, 1 the connectionism o Thorn- 
dike and the behaviorism of Watson were yet to come and, in their 
wake, the curricula based on Bobbitt's (or similar) activity analy- 
ses, 2 the work-sheet and workbook methodologies of Washburne 3 and 
Morrison, 4 and the real nail-clincher, objective-type examinations. 

It is small wonder, of course, that Thorndike should have gained 
the upper hand, for his was an absolutistic pattern of thought 
thoroughly in line with the science, philosophy, psychology, and 
pedagogy of Newton and Locke. Even cursory examination of 
Locke's "Some Thoughts Concerning Education" will reveal how 
strikingly similar to his proposals was the specific-objectivist pat- 
tern of American education in the ipio's and 1920*8. Locke did 
not have the reflex-arc theory, provided later by Pavlov, but stra- 
tegically and tactically his "ideas" worked in the same manner and 
to the same ends as Thorndike's S-R bonds. Even William James, as 
late as 1900 in his "Talks to Teachers," warmly espoused a strictly 
reflex-arc explanation of, and program for, habit formation, in spite 
of his copioneering with Dewey in the promulgation of pragmatic 
philosophy. 

Perhaps we should supply a bit more elaboration of what we have 
seen fit to call "the specific-objectivist program" in American edu- 
cation. A human personality represents the functioning of the vari- 
ous S-R bonds which have been established in his nervous system. 
Bonds become established through lowered synaptic resistances 
caused by repeated passage of neural impulses over given pathways. 
Learning is bond formation, evoked by repetitive drill. Learning 
transfers when a later stimulative "situation" includes an "S" which 
has already been bonded to a given "R" (the identical-elements 
theory). 

In order to determine what bonds should be established (curricu- 
lum), we must determine a child's "needs" what he needs to learn 
in order to "do better what he is going to do anyway" (Bobbitt, 

1 J. Dewey, "The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology," in W. Dennis, Readings in 
the History of Psychology, New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1948, pp. 355-365- 
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2, 7- 
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Briggs). This was known as activity analysis finding what people 
do in order to find what children should be taught. Clusters of 
suitably similar bonds could then be gathered together into "units," 
and "worksheets" or "guide-sheets" could be prepared so that each 
pupil could determine for himself what was expected of him and 
proceed, individually if that was the plan, to accomplish it. Finally, 
an easily administered and examined objective test was given the 
pupil, and, if performance was satisfactory, he would be credited 
with the unit and ready for the next one. In essence, this was the pat- 
tern of both Washburne's Winnetka plan and Morrison's unit plan. 

Needless to say, this represented a neat program. Once materials 
were prepared, classes could proceed like clockwork and a teacher 
might well be able by 5 P.M. to lock the door on the job and be done 
with it until next morning. Of course, preparation of materials pre- 
sented problems, but between 1925 and 1935 publishing houses 
helped materially and school mimeographs were kept busy. But the 
program was perhaps too neat. Pupils did not enjoy being handled 
that way and school personnel became sympathetic. The protesta- 
tions of Progressivism against mental regimentation by teachers may 
also have played a part. Moreover, there are those nowadays who 
claim that the foregoing description does not do justice to the point 
of view, that it was never intended to be so narrowing in process or 
effect. To these we can only reply that a theory has to be taken for 
what it is, not for what we would like it to be. If it does not turn 
out to be satisfactory, then reject it and work out something better. 
This is what, with very few exceptions, such claimants have failed 
signally to do. 

Almost exactly contemporaneous with connectionistic specific-ob- 
jectivism has been the educational program popularly known as 
Progressivism or Progressive Education. Under leadership centered 
in the Progressive Education Association, this movement stressed 
emancipation of child life and child minds from the blighting effect 
of overly solicitous domination by adults. Freedom, creativity, self- 
realization were much-used words. Pupil purposing, pupil planning, 
pupil executing, and pupil judging was the recognized classroom 
pattern, as was also the expression, "project method." 

Although it may seem that in the minds of American educators 
Progressivism is much more clearly identified than is specific-ob- 
jectivism, further investigation may show that the Progressivist 
thought pattern is the less clearly defined or delineated of the two. 
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Ever since the middle 1910'$ when Kilpatrick first familiarized the 
American public with the term, "project method," the question has 
been asked and reasked, "Do you really mean to let pupils do what 
they want to do?" When the spokesmen for Progressivism were hard 
pushed, the answer was almost universally in the negative. 5 But the 
spring-back with the removal of pressure was usually prompt and de- 
pendable, so the question remained a bone of contention for a quar- 
ter-century. Even today the feeling persists that Progressivism means 
letting children do what they want to do. 

It is not our purpose here to settle this question. We are trying to 
identify significant movements in the United States (since 1900) 
having to do with changes in educational theory. Although Pro- 
gressivism never has enjoyed anywhere near so widespread adoption 
of its tenets and procedures by American schools as has specific- 
objectivism, its generalized impact on elementary education has 
surely been the greater, and this may even be true for secondary 
education. Even college and university practice has not come 
through unaffected. And, even though many of the real and im- 
agined ills of American elementary and secondary education have 
been popularly attributed to the malign and debilitating influence 
of Progressivism, the informed and sober thought of today is prob- 
ably agreed that the Progressive influence has been the most potent 
single force for betterment of American education that was exerted 
during the first half of the twentieth century. 

During the early 1930*5 an attempt was made to counter the 
heavily individualistic emphasis of Progressivism. This was the 
build-a-new-social-order movement, championed by George S. 
Counts 6 and that doughty protagonist until then of "the child- 
centered school," Harold Rugg. Wishing to deal with "man think- 
ing" as well as "man feeling," Rugg proposed the derivation of a 
curriculum by analyzing the ideas of "frontier thinkers" 7 and in this 
way he arrived at the content included in his hotly controversial 
series of social-studies textbooks for the intermediate grades. Sup- 
port for these ideas was, seemingly, to be elicited through classroom 
instruction. With minor variations, this appears to be essentially 

5 W. H., Kilpatrick, "Foundations of Method," New York: The MacmiHan Com- 
pany, 1926, chap. 13. 

e G. S. Counts, "Dare the Schools Build a New Social Order?" New York: John 
Day Company, 1932. 

7 H. O. Rugg, "Culture and Education in America," New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and Company, 1931, pp. 269-282. 
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what is today being proposed in Brameld's Reconstructionism. 8 
Brameld has indeed added facets of his own. "Social concensus" 
is to be the determinant of curriculum content, even of truth itself. 
Although he recognizes both the "problem method" and the "con- 
census method" of teaching, it is the latter on which he tends mainly 
to rely. The idea that education should constitute preparation for 
participation in politics but should not itself be promotive of one 
particular political view over another seems to be distinctly unsatis- 
factory to him. It seems to be at this point that he repudiates the Bode, 
and perhaps the Dewey, position. 

A proposal which, if it meant anything, definitely tended to 
throw the weight of the schools on the side of building a new social 
order was bound to incur the active opposition of all forces in 
favor of the old. By them it was immediately branded as in- 
doctrinative and opposed on such grounds, even though, as long as 
it was tending their way (as it long had and, for that matter, still 
does), they were very happy to use the schools indoctrinatively. It 
was at this point that Bode entered the controversy, opposing in- 
doctrination whether for the old social order or for the new. 9 His 
reason for opposition was the democratic commitment that all views 
were to be equally heard but were equally obligated to stand the test 
of classroom study and criticism. His stand was not well understood 
at the time even Dewey almost failed him once 10 but, as time goes 
on, the thinking of American public-school educators may be rather 
surely and steadily, though slowly, coming to his position. 

The last major development which we find as bearing upon funda- 
mental educational theory even though it should itself be classed 
perhaps merely as a device is the core-curriculum movement, in- 
cluding its somewhat watered-down form which today carries the 
caption, "common learnings." Although almost exactly like Herbart's 
century-old principle of correlation and concentration and strikingly 
similar to Charles A. McMurry's consumer-type projects, the pro- 
posal was forcefully brought to the fore during the later 1930'$ by 

8 T. Brameld, "Patterns of Educational Philosophy" (Yonkers, N.Y.: World Book 
Co., 1950)* Part 3, Sec. 2; "Ends and Means in Education: A Mid-Century Appraisal** 
New York: Harper & Brothers, 1950, chaps. 10, 13. 

9 B. H. Bode, Social Frontier, 5:38-40, Nov., 1938. This article was merely one in 
a series (not even the first) and, though addressed to Childs, was on the movement 
in general. 

10 J. Dewey, Social Frontier, 5:71-72, Dec., 1938. Bode replied to this article in 
the following issue of the journal. 
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Hollis L. CaswelL 11 The curriculum was to be integrated; subject- 
matter lines were to be ignored. Take problems where you find 
them; teach children, not subjects. 

Since the last expression, "teach children, not subjects," somewhat 
antedated Caswell and was rather an offshoot of Progressivism, it 
serves to point up the ease with which Progressivism, after 1940* 
could fall into the core-curriculum movement, shifting emphasis as 
it did from child interests to child needs?* Moreover, specific-ob- 
jectivist-trained personnel had matters essentially delivered into their 
hands because their "activity analyses" had long since pointed out 
the presumed "needs" of children. Thus, via core curriculum and 
common learnings, two streams merged into one, a Washburne could 
become twice president of the PEA, and even the name could be 
changed to the American Education Fellowship. 

And this, except for final demise of the AEF, is about where mat- 
ters stand today. But I am not sure that it represents an entirely satis- 
factory resolution of forces which are at work. The boat may not 
possess sufficient depth below waterline, nor sufficient ballast in 
terms of fundamental theory, to withstand much rocking. Points of 
vulnerability possibly are becoming highlighted as a result of 
today's "attacks on the schools," even though the base positions from 
which many of the attacks are made may themselves be yet more 
vulnerable. 

If we are to make progress toward improved educational theory, 
we must first come clear on our assumptions regarding the social 
context in which education is to take place. In other words, in this 
country we must clarify our thinking about democracy and of what 
it means for keeping school. A seeming difficulty of our past think- 
ing about democracy is that we have defined it in terms of product, 
not of process. This always involves a self-contradiction, because, if 
a people is to be sovereign, then whatever decisions it makes must 
stand (until changed by it) regardless of whether they be good, 
bad, or indifferent. It is the process of reaching decisions, rather 
than the decisions themselves (the product), which makes it demo- 
cratic. This requires, in consequence, that classroom training must 
be such as always to give the process of reaching decisions preced- 

11 H. L. Caswell and D. Campbell, "Curriculum Development" (New York: 
American Book Co., 1935). 

12 B. H. Bode, "Progressive Education at the Crossroads'* (New York: Newson, 
1938), chap. 4. 
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ence over any given decision reached at any given time. This, of 
course, is the essence also o scientific procedure and of the scientific 
attitude. 

Progress toward improved educational theory requires, second, 
that we come clear on our assumptions regarding the nature of 
learners and of learning. This requires open questioning of the out- 
worn theory of connectionism and serious consideration of the 
various forms of field theory. It is high time that educational psy- 
chologists face up to the facts of life, especially to the fundamentally 
unscientific impact of the excuse, "Well, that's my theory, but you 
must not take it too seriously." Moreover, to define learning as "a 
change in behavior,*' as educational psychologists so frequently do, 
is to ignore what is more or less obvious to most namely, that when 
a confronting situation changes or when a personal goal changes, a 
person's behavior will change and in neither case is learning in- 
volved. These and other psychological follies are part and parcel of 
commonly adopted educational theory today, and it is time to get 
our thinking straightened out. (See Chapters 2 and 3.) 

This writer's experience has been that, once we get the foregoing 
assumptions clarified, the way tends to smooth out and the remain- 
der of a thoroughgoing educational program is pretty much a mat- 
ter of logical deduction. From preceding assumptions even an over- 
all educational purpose can be deduced, as well as the further 
corollaries of the criteria for choice of subject matter and the criteria 
for choice of method. (See Chapter 13.) 

In this resume nothing has been said about religious education. 
The reason is simply that in the United States the pattern for re- 
ligious education was established long ago and in it the twentieth 
century has witnessed no basic change. Even though efforts at evan- 
gelism have become less emphasized, perhaps, and buildings, equip- 
ment, and teaching procedures have undergone modernization, the 
fundamental purpose for maintaining a parochial or other sectarian 
school promotion of the faith still remains what it has been 
throughout our national and prenational life. 

Finally, it may be asked why, except for our opening statement, 
Dewey has not been mentioned. The reason seems to be that as 
yet we have not really caught up with Dewey, and thus there is 
not much to report. It was Lockean realism which underlay the 
connectionistic, specific-objectivist movement spearheaded by 
Thorndike. In the heyday of Progressivism, it was Rousselian- 
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Froebelian thought which was mainly at work. In Froebel, as in Wil- 
liam T. Harris, this was idealistic, and Dewey's repeated proddings 
were never successful in causing twentieth-century Progressives to 
sever themselves cleanly from the old moorings, from making 
of the child an absolute with which there was to be no tamper- 
ing. In contrast, the build-a-new-social-order movement tended to 
treat the new social order as an absolute. The machinery for "con- 
tinuous reconstruction" was not clearly written into the program, 
and this was the ground for Bode's rejection. Core curriculum ap- 
pears to be a device rather than a philosophy and, like the lecture 
method, can equally well serve diverse faiths. 

It seems defensible to say that Dewey's principle of "interaction'* 
(later called transaction) is what differentiates pragmatic-relativistic 
thought from what has gone before. It is the key which unlocks 
most, if not all, of the either-or dilemmas in man's thinking: mind- 
body, determinism-free will, individual-social, labor-leisure, interest- 
discipline, etc. 13 My design for living is based not on what is "really 
out there," but on what I ta\e to be out there. What comes to me 
light rays, sound waves, tactile impressions may be one thing; 
what I make of them may be quite another. But it is the latter on 
which I design by behavior, for good or for ill. This is relativism : in 
physical science, in psychology, in morals, in politics, in philosophy. 
And it still is seemingly a long way from being incorporated in 
currently adopted educational theory and practice. 

18 J. Dewey, "Democracy and Education," New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1916. A majority of the book's chapters are devoted to resolutions of this kind. 
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